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FORT  WAYNE  REDEVELOPMENT  COMMISSION 


REGULAR  MEETING  MINUTES 
January  22,  1996 


TIME:  4:30  p.m. 

PLACE:  City-County  Bldg.  - Rm.  128 


MEMBERS  PRESENT:  John  B.  Powell  - President 

R.  Steven  Hill  - V.  President 
George  F.  Simler,  III  - Secretary 
Benjamin  A.  Eisbart  - Member 
Steven  E.  McElhoe  - Member 


MEMBERS  ABSENT: 


None 


STAFF  PRESENT: 


Ronald  R.  Fletcher  - Executive  Director 
James  C.  Lindsay  - Redevelopment  Specialist 
Loren  Kravig  - Redevelopment  Specialist 
Karyn  Heiney  - Administrative  Assistant 


COUNSEL  PRESENT: 


R.  David  Boyer 


OTHERS  PRESENT: 


Ed  Welling  - Grinsfelder  Associates  Architects 


CALL  TO  ORDER 

Mr.  Powell  called  to  order  this  regular  meeting  of  the  Fort  Wayne  Redevelopment 
Commission. 

ROLL  CALL 

It  was  noted  for  the  record  that  all  Commissioners  were  present  at  this  meeting. 

ELECTION  OF  OFFICERS 

Mr.  Powell  asked  for  nominations  for  the  office  of  President,  stating  he  would  be 
happy  to  relinquish  his  seat  to  anyone  so  interested.  Mr.  Eisbart  motioned, 
however,  that  all  1995  officers  be  re-elected  to  their  respective  posts  for  1996. 

Mr.  Hill  did  second  the  motion.  By  a vote  of  four  to  one,  with  Mr.  Powell 
dissenting,  the  motioned  passed.  Mr.  Powell,  Mr.  Hill,  and  Mr.  Simler  were  re- 
elected to  their  respective  offices  of  President,  V.  President,  and  Secretary. 

APPROVAL  OF  CLAIMS 

Mr.  McElhoe  motioned  for  approval  of  the  November  1995  claims,  Mr.  Hill  did 
second  the  motion.  The  claims  were  approved  unanimously  as  submitted. 

APPROVAL  OF  MINUTES 

Upon  a motion  by  Mr.  Simler  and  a second  by  Mr.  Eisbart,  the  December  11,  1995 
Special  Meeting  minutes  were  approved  unanimously. 


1 


January  22,  1 996 
Regular  Meeting  Minutes 
Page  2 


OLD  BUSINESS 

Mr.  Eisbart  stated  he  had  asked  at  last  month's  meeting  what  impact  Ft.  Wayne 
International  Airport  might  have  on  development  in  the  Baer  Field  Economic 
Development  Area,  i.e.,  building  height  restrictions,  etc.  He  asked  if  any  research 
had  been  done  to  address  this  question. 

Mr.  Kravig  stated  he  had  researched  this  question  further  and  there  is  “no 
problem.”  He  also  added  that  the  Airport  Authority  does  review  site  developments 
in  the  area  and  it  would  be  a matter  of  working  with  the  Plan  Commission  on  a 
case-by-case  basis  for  each  individual  development.  Mr.  Kravig  said  that  there  are 
no  “blanket”,  generalized  restrictions.  As  an  example,  he  cited  the  Water  Furnace 
building  at  the  corner  of  Smith  and  Dalman.  For  that  particular  site,  the  side  of  the 
building  that  faces  the  airport  required  specific  material  requirements  so  that  the 
building  would  not  interfere  with  the  airport's  radar  system. 

Mr.  Kravig  stated  he  had  also  sent  a map  to  Skip  Miller  who  is  with  the  Airport 
Authority  administration  and  that  Mr.  Miller  would  be  sending  him  further 
information  as  to  any  restrictive  criteria  that  may  exist.  Mr.  Kravig's  final 
comment  was  that  the  Commission  may  want  to  put  in  some  specific  language  in 
the  EDA  Plan  in  order  to  address  this  issue. 

Mr.  Boyer  also  commented  that  he  had  developed  property  out  by  Smith  Field,  and 
at  the  time  had  entered  into  a "navigation  easement".  He  said  this  easement 
resembled  a “V",  i.e.,  narrower  and  lower  to  the  ground  close  in  to  the  airport  but 
becoming  wider  and  higher  the  further  away  from  the  airport  it  progressed.  The 
navigation  easement  agreement  also  showed  any  height  restrictions  or  other 
requirements  for  lots  that  were  contiguous  to  the  easement.  He  ventured  that 
Baer  Field  probably  had  similar  agreements. 

Mr.  Eisbart  also  stated  he  had  read  the  County  was  looking  to  do  an  Economic 
Development  Area  in  the  same  location  and  questioned  if  it  would  be  “outside"  the 
boundaries  of  the  Redevelopment  EDA.  Mr.  Fletcher  responded  it  would.  Mr. 
Fletcher  reassured  Mr.  Eisbart  that  there  would  be  no  duplication  of  effort  in  the 
area,  that  the  County  and  the  Airport  were  aware  the  Redevelopment 
Commission's,  as  well  as  each  other's,  plans  for  economic  development  in  the 
area. 

As  to  timing,  Mr.  Fletcher  stated  that  the  Baer  Field  EDA  proposal  will  go  to  the 
City  Plan  Commission  for  approval  on  the  28th  of  January  and  to  the  City  Council 
for  introduction  on  the  February  13th  with  subsequent  action  February  20th  and 
27th. 


NEW  BUSINESS 

Project  Updates  and  Discussion 
Plaza  Parking  Garage 

Mr.  Lindsay  stated  that  the  concrete  precast  erection  had  been  completed  as  of 
the  end  of  December.  Most  of  the  remaining  work  to  be  done,  with  the  exception 
of  pouring  the  sidewalks  and  driveway,  was  within  the  interior  of  the  structure. 
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Interior  work  included  striping,  installation  of  the  ventilation  system,  joint  grouting, 
sealing,  elevator  work,  and  installation  of  parking  control  equipment  (arms, 
electronics,  conduit,  etc.),  among  other  items.  Mr.  Lindsay  stated  work  was  in 
process  on  the  Clinton  Street  sidewalks  and  turnaround  lanes.  He  added  that 
work  would  begin  shortly  on  the  "canopy"  (outside  covered  walkway)  that  would 
connect  the  garage  to  the  City-County  Building. 

Mr.  Lindsay  invited  each  of  the  Commissioners  to  tour  the  structure  at  any  time  to 
see  firsthand  how  the  project  was  shaping  up.  He  stated  that  with  the 
cooperation  of  the  weather,  the  garage  completion  date  was  presently  February 
20th  or  earlier.  However,  before  the  garage  can  be  opened,  it  must  be  sealed  and 
striped,  processes  which  are  very  temperature  sensitive. 

Mr.  Fletcher  asked  Mr.  Lindsay  to  touch  briefly  on  the  garage's  fourth  level  of 
parking.  Mr.  Lindsay  elaborated  that  originally  the  garage  plans  did  not  call  for 
parking  control  equipment  for  the  top  (fourth)  level,  which  is  open  to  the  sky. 
However,  the  suggestion  was  made  later  that  some  type  of  control  may  be  needed 
for  that  level  which  is  slated  to  serve  those  municipal  employees  and  private 
sector  individuals  who  purchase  monthly  paid  parking  permits. 

Consequently,  Mr.  Lindsay  stated  additional  parking  control  equipment  (including 
cards)  would  be  required  between  the  third  and  fourth  levels  at  a cost  of 
approximately  $20,000.  The  additional  equipment  would  insure  that  the  fourth 
level  parkers  would  not  be  able  to  “beat  the  system”  by  entering  that  level  and 
then  promptly  circling  around,  re-entering  the  third  or  second  level,  and  parking 
there  in  order  to  have  a better  (i.e.,  “covered”)  parking  space. 

Mr.  Lindsay  explained  that  the  second  and  third  levels  of  the  parking  garage  are 
slated  for  public  parking  only  on  a daily  in-and-out  basis.  Mr.  Fletcher  commented 
that  the  problem  of  inappropriate  users  (specifically  City-County  Building 
employees)  parking  all  day  in  spaces  reserved  for  public  in-and-out  use  occurred 
frequently  in  the  past  with  the  old  garage  (on  the  old  plaza  surface  parking  lot.) 

He  said  that  given  the  opportunity,  it  was  probable  that  the  same  situation  would 
occur  in  the  new  garage. 

Mr.  Simler  questioned  whether  the  cost  was  excessive  and  perhaps  it  was 
unnecessary  policing  of  good  people  parking  on  the  fourth  level.  However,  Mr. 
Fletcher  stated  it  had  been  a very  prevalent  problem  in  the  past  and  neither  the 
County  nor  the  City  want  it  to  occur  in  the  new  garage. 

Mr.  Eisbart  asked  how  the  Civic  Center  Garage  enforced  its  control  system.  Mr. 
Boyer  stated  it  was  similar  and  that  each  user  had  a scannable  card  allowing  them 
access  to  only  certain  areas.  Mr.  Fletcher  also  explained  that  all  spaces  were 
assigned  in  that  garage  which  makes  control  a little  easier. 

In  response  to  several  questions  from  the  Commissioners,  Mr.  Lindsay  stated 
parking  “control”  is  really  accomplished  through  the  "swiping”  of  user  cards.  He 
said  that  a user  enters  the  garage  and  swipes  the  parking  control  card  through  the 
appropriate  equipment  at  the  garage  entrance  which  allows  access.  A computer 
then  tracks  the  time  it  takes  to  reach  the  cardholder's  designated  parking  level.  If 
the  cardholder  fails  to  reach  his/her  designated  (i.e.,  fourth)  level  within  the  pre- 
determined time  period,  i.e.  seven  minutes,  that  cardholder,  upon  leaving  the 
garage,  will  be  charged  the  higher  public  rate.  Since  the  computer  never  recorded 
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a card  swiping  the  proper  exit  card  reader,  it  will  know  the  user  never  reached 
his/her  designated  parking  spot. 

However,  Mr.  Fletcher  announced  that  the  window  of  opportunity  to  pour  the 
concrete  bases  for  the  appropriate  control  equipment  had  been  last  week.  After 
speaking  with  the  County  Commissioners  on  the  issue  and  getting  their  agreement 
to  go  ahead  with  the  additional  control  equipment,  the  bases  were  poured.  Mr. 
Fletcher  stated  there  would  be  a change  order  in  the  future  approximating 
$20,000  total,  fifty  percent  of  which  would  be  reimbursed  to  the  Commission  from 
the  County. 

New  City  Parking  Lot 

Before  Mr.  Kravig  discussed  the  new  City  parking  lot  located  at  the  corner  of 
Clinton  and  Superior  Streets,  Mr.  Fletcher  mentioned  that  there  would  be  several 
change  orders  to  the  contract  on  this  project  that  would  be  discussed  later  in  the 
meeting. 

Mr.  Kravig  then  told  the  Commissioners  that  the  parking  lot  was  complete  with  the 
exception  of  lighting  and  the  final  surface  application.  The  lighting  would  be 
installed  later  in  the  month  and  the  final  surface  layer  was  to  be  laid  in  early  spring 
since  the  process  is  temperature  sensitive.  However,  due  to  the  growing  certainty 
that  the  major  local  festivals  would  again  require  use  of  the  lot  this  year,  final 
surfacing  would  probably  be  pushed  back  until  the  end  July  '96  after  the  festivals 
were  over.  Mr.  Kravig  also  mentioned  that  some  minor  landscaping  was  still  to  be 
done. 

Mr.  Simler  asked  if  the  festivals  definitely  were  using  the  lot  this  year.  He  stated 
he  had  heard  from  several  upset  festival  organizers  already  about  being  forced  out 
of  the  lot  location.  Mr.  Fletcher  replied  the  festivals  would  have  use  of  the  lot 
because  there  was  no  where  else  for  them  to  go. 

Mr.  Fletcher  stated  that  actually  it  was  fortunate  that  the  lot's  top  surface  was  not 
down  since  the  festivals  always  put  holes  in  the  lot  surface  in  order  to  erect  the 
big  tents  that  are  used.  However,  the  City  will  require  that  the  festivals  return  the 
lot  surface  to  an  acceptable  condition  at  the  conclusion  of  the  festivals,  and  will 
require  fencing  during  the  festivals  in  order  to  protect  the  new  shrubbery,  etc. 

Mr.  Fletcher  commented  that  the  amount  of  the  lot  to  be  available  for  use  was 
presently  being  discussed  between  the  City  and  festival  representatives.  He  said  it 
appeared  enough  space  would  be  allotted  to  support  two  large  tents  as  well  as  the 
portable  restroom  facilities  area.  He  also  said  the  agreement  may  include  the 
stipulation  that  the  festivals  provide  temporary  replacement  parking  equaling  the 
number  of  spaces  taken  away  by  festival  activities. 

Mr.  Eisbart  wanted  reassurance  that  this  would  be  the  last  year  the  Festivals 
would  need  to  use  the  lot.  Next  year  he  wanted  to  be  sure  they  were  in  the  space 
designed  for  them-within  Headwaters  Park.  Mr.  Simler  also  wanted  clarification 
as  to  what  exact  space  in  Headwaters  Park  would  be  for  festival  use.  He  stated 
that  the  festival  people  bending  his  ear  state  they  are  being  thrown  off  their 
originally  promised  “pad”  within  the  park  and  are  instead  being  forced  to  locate 
festival  activities  at  the  old  Armory  site— which  they  did  not  want  to  do.  Mr. 
Fletcher  said  that  the  lot  use  this  year  was  indeed  temporary  but  that  an  exact, 
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permanent  location  within  Park  would  be  discussed  in  the  following  update  on 
Headwaters  Park  construction. 

Mr.  Fletcher  then  introduced  Mr.  Ed  Welling  from  Grinsfelder  Associates  Architects 
to  present  an  update  on  Headwaters  Park. 

Headwaters  Park  Update 

Mr.  Welling  stated  that  Phase  II  of  Headwaters  Park  (HWP)  was  progressing  very 
rapidly.  However,  at  present  there  was  not  a lot  of  activity  going  on  due  to  the 
weather  but  some  work  was  continuing  in  the  pump  house.  He  said  it  was 
anticipated  that  Phase  II  portion  (north  of  the  Festival  Terrace)  would  be  completed 
in  July  '96. 

Phase  III,  or  the  Festival  Center,  was  still  in  design  stage  and  Mr.  Welling  stated 
that  there  had  been  a very  productive  meeting  last  week  with  the  various  festival 
organizers  and  the  City.  At  that  meeting  a revised  plaza  plan  of  the  Festival 
Terrace  was  presented  which  would  accommodate  two  tents.  Mr.  Welling  said 
the  revised  plan  seemed  to  please  festival  representatives  and  that  the  only 
remaining  issue  to  be  worked  out  was  use  of  Barr  Street  for  the  Three  Rivers 
Festival  (TRF)  food  court,  specifically.  He  said  that  the  Barr  Street  use  would  be 
discussed  with,  and  decided  by,  the  City.  He  stated  that  due  to  the  type  and  size 
of  vendor  trailers  associated  with  TRF,  it  would  be  difficult  to  accommodate  these 
trailers  “jn  other  locations”. 

At  this  point  Mr.  Eisbart  asked  Mr.  Welling  if  that  was  not  the  purpose  of 
Headwaters  Park-to  provide  a specific  area  out  of  the  public  right-of-way  for 
festival  uses,  especially  the  vendors.  He  said  what  he  was  hearing  from  Mr. 

Welling  was  in  direct  opposition  to  what  he  was  led  to  believe  was  one  of  the 
basic  premises  for  the  Park's  development. 

A lengthy  discussion  ensued,  concerning  specifically  the  TRF  location  and 
accommodations,  as  follows: 

Mr.  Simler  concurred  emphatically  with  Mr.  Eisbart,  that  the  festival  food 
vendors  were  to  be  contained  within  the  Park.  Moreover,  he  added  that  the 
TRF,  in  particular,  did  not  want  to  use  Barr  Street,  nor  the  old  Armory,  for 
vendors  because  the  location  “kills”  them.  Mr.  Simler  expressed  the  opinion 
that  Park  designers  evidently  had  not  been  listening  when  the  festival 
representatives  had  explained  what  accommodations  would  be  needed  in 
the  new  Park.  He  knew  that  those  specifications,  including 
accommodations  for  the  type  and  size  of  vendor  trailers,  had  been  conveyed 
to  designers  from  the  beginning.  Mr.  Simler  stated  that  the  festivals  were 
NOT  happy  with  the  resulting  accommodations  within  the  Park. 

Mr.  Welling,  however,  stated  that  the  festival  people  were  VERY  excited 
with  the  present  plan  proposal,  and  expressed  as  much  at  last  week's 
meeting.  Mr.  Simler  clarified  that  they  were  happy  to  at  least  have  the  use 
of  Barr  Street  as  opposed  to  any  other  alternative.  But  the  festivals  had 
previously  been  assured  by  the  Headwaters  Park  Commission  of  a much 
better  accommodations  area  within  the  Park  than  what  Mr.  Welling  was 
presenting  today.  Mr.  Simler  stated  the  present  proposal  was,  at  best,  a 
back-up  plan.  He  commented  that  perhaps  Redevelopment,  with  its 
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substantial  monetary  investment  in  the  Park,  should  pull  its  support  until 
some  cooperation  can  .be  attained  toward  achieving  what  "the  people  want”. 

Mr.  Boyer  commented  that  “the  City”  felt  exactly  as  did  Mr.  Eisbart  and  Mr. 
Simler,  that  the  Park  should  contain,  and  yet  accommodate,  the  festivals. 

Mr.  Fletcher  commented  that  he  and  Greg  Purcell  had  attended  last  week's 
meeting  Mr.  Welling  had  previously  referred  to  and  that  the  City  was 
maintaining  its  position  of  not  allowing  use  of  Barr  Street  for  the  Festival. 
However,  he  added  that  the  issue  was  still  under  discussion. 

In  response  to  Mr.  Hill's  question,  Mr.  Fletcher  stated  that  HWP  was  not  a 
(formally  declared)  redevelopment  area  or  urban  renewal  area. 

Consequently,  the  Redevelopment  Commission  is  not  directly  responsible 
for,  nor  authorized  to  dictate,  what  may  or  may  not  be  constructed  within 
the  Park.  That  jurisdiction  is  held  by  the  Headwaters  Park  Commission  and 
the  private  sector.  The  City  simply  agreed  to -help  fund  the  project  in  terms 
of  acquisition,  site  prep,  relocations,  etc. 

Mr.  Boyer,  however,  did  point  out  that  the  City  does  still  own  the  land  that 
the  Park  is  being  constructed  on  and  therefore  does  have  some  influence  in 
the  matter.  He  also  said  that  the  private  sector  would  not  have  gotten  the 
public  sector  funding  without  presenting  the  initial  park  plan  as  including  a 
permanent  home  for  the  festivals.  The  City  wanted  to  prevent  the  “urban 
sprawl”  syndrome  created  when  the  festival  continually  flowed  over  into 
public  right-of-ways.  Mr.  Boyer  added  that  adequate  police  protection  and 
crowd  control  were  always  problems  created  by  TRF,  therefore  the  City 
strongly  supported  the  idea  of  giving  the  festivals  (at  least  the  food  court, 
beer  tent,  vendors)  a permanent,  manageable  location-out  of  the  public 
right-of-way.  Mr.  Boyer  added  that  the  Commission  should  definitely  make 
its  opinion  known  to  the  Mayor. 

Mr.  Welling  expressed  surprise  at  the  Commission's  strong  stance  against 
use  of  Barr  Street.  In  response  to  the  Commission's  remarks,  he  stated  that 
actually  Barr  Street  WAS  part  of  the  Headwaters  Park  “district”  and  that 
using  it  WOULD  be  within  the  Park's  boundaries.  He  further  commented  that 
the  Headwaters's  portion  of  Barr  Street  was  “not  much”  of  a public  right-of- 
way  in  that  present  use  consisted  of  one  entrance  to  Bud  Hall's  parking  lot 
and  one  for  the  new  City  surface  parking  lot.  He  said  he  was  having  trouble 
understanding  what  reasons  could  possibly  cause  the  Commission  to  be  so 
emphatic  about  not  allowing  the  Festival  to  use  Barr  Street.  Moreover,  Mr. 
Welling  stated  that  the  designers,  including  his  office,  and  possibly  the 
Headwaters  Commission,  were  not  aware  of  the  importance  of  this  right-of- 
way  issue.  Therefore,  the  recent  proposal  also  called  for  the  permanent 
location  of  all  utility  tie-ins  for  the  vendor  trailers,  etc.,  to  be  located  along 
that  section  of  Barr. 

Mr.  Eisbart  stated  that  permanent  utility  tie-ins  placed  on  Barr  Street  would 
only  further  reinforce  the  problem  of  encroachment.  It  would  mean  that  the 
City  would  have  to  grant  use  of  the  public  right-of-way  every  year.  The 
City  wanted  to  avoid  this  by  finding  a permanent  home  for  the  festival 
activities,  food  courts,  beer  tents,  etc.,  and  providing  a permanent  location 
in  Headwaters  greatly  influenced  the  City's  decision  to  issue  a bond  to  help 
fund  the  Park's  creation. 


6 


■ 

' 


January  22,  1996 
Regular  Meeting  Minutes 
Page  7 


Mr*.  Eisbart  still  questioned  how  he  and  other  Commissioners  could  have 
come  away  from  those  early  concept  meetings  with  the  strong  impression 
that  the  festivals  would  be  located  toward  the  center  of  Phase  Ill-far  away 
from  public  right-of-way  encroachment;  and  yet,  the  designers  were 
unaware  of  the  issue's  importance?  He  remembered  that  during  the  time 
the  Redevelopment  Commission  was  deciding  whether  to  participate  in  the 
Headwaters  Park  project,  someone  with  the  Headwaters  Park  Commission, 
perhaps  Geoff  Paddock  or  John  Shoaf,  gave  that  very  rationale  of  crowd 
containment,  better  security,  easier  policing,  etc. 

Mr.  Eisbart  said  emphatically  that  Headwaters  Park  was  not  supposed  to  be 
a pristine  sanctuary  where  one  could  “look,  but  not  touch.”  Instead  of  it 
being  a vibrant,  interactive  park  that  encouraged  public  use,  he  was  now 
concerned  that  the  designers  and  planners  were  turning  it  into  a self- 
aggrandizing,  architecturally  award-winning  monument.  It  was  pretty.--but 
not  useful.  Mr.  Eisbart  said  that  public  monies  were  helping  to  build  this 
park  and  consequently  he  was  not  satisfied  with  the  way  that  the  stated 
public  uses  of  the  Park  were  being  designed  out  of  plan. 

Mr.  Hill  asked  where  the  festivals  were  originally  supposed  to  go  per  the 
Park's  master  plan.  Mr.  Fletcher  stated  the  original  concept  was  to  be 
located  op  the  east  side  (of  Clinton)  approximately  around  the  north  end  of 
the  new  parking  lot,  the  TRAA  building  area,  etc.  It  was  from  this  original 
concept  that  the  festivals  were  drawing  their  indignation  at  being  forced  to 
use  the  Armory  site  or  relegated  to  Barr  Street. 

Mr.  Welling  stated  that,  yes,  the  original  1989  master  plan  did  call  for 
locating  the  TRF  in  that  area-when  the  Festival  needed  only  one  tent  (that 
measured  60’  X 200’).  But  he  said  the  Festival  has  grown  and  now  it 
wants  TWO  tents  of  even  larger  size  at  60'  X 240'.  Mr.  Welling  said  the 
designers  have  therefore  tried  to  make  some  adjustments  throughout  the 
design  process  to  accommodate  this  growth.  However,  there  have  been 
numerous  meetings  that  festival  representatives  have  been  invited  to  attend 
in  order  to  review  design  plans,  and  no  one  has  shown  up.'  Mr.  Welling 
stated  it  was  hard  to  know  when  a design  plan  was  acceptable  when  those 
affected  don't  attend  input  meetings. 

Mr.  Fletcher  said  there  was  also  a “design  review  committee”  made  up  of 
City  representatives,  HWP  people,  and  private  citizens  that  was  supposed  to 
comment  and  critique  design  plans  as  the  Park  progressed.  He  commented 
that  often  the  committee's  review  and  the  private  sector  construction  timing 
did  not  mesh.  The  committee  would  be  late  in  making  design  suggestions 
and  the  work  would  already  be  done.  This  further  complicated  the  design 
process  anid  Mr.  Welling  agreed. 

Mr.  Welling  stated  further  that  from  a planning  standpoint,  TRF  was  now 
excited  by  the  proposed  use  of  Barr  Street  because  organizers  were  still 
planning  to  locate  festival  activities  in  Freimann  Square.  Barr  Street  vendor 
activity  would  then  provide  a logical  link  between  Freimann  Square  and  the 
other  activity  areas  in  Headwaters  Park. 

Mr.  Hill  asked  what  Bud  Hall's  position  was  concerning  his  parking  lot  (Gas 
House  Restaurant)  accessibility  if  vendors  were  placed  on  Barr  Street.  Mr. 
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Fletcher  said  Hall  was  donating  approximately  an  acre  of  that  land  to  the 
Park  and  the  only  concern  may  be  his  parking  lot  entrance.  Mr.  Welling 
added  to  Mr.  Fletcher's  comments,  stating  that  over  the  past  several  years, 
Hall  has  monitored  the  entrances  to  his  lot  during  festival  periods  anyway. 
He  did  not  anticipate  Hall  having  any  particular  problems  with  vendors  being 
located  on  Barr  Street. 

i 

Mr.  Eisbart  asked  what  the  costs  will,  be  to  put  the  utilities  in.  Mr.  Welling 
did  not  know  the  exact  numbers  but  stated  the  costs  were  already  budgeted 
in  since  it  was  known  early  on  that  utilities  would  have  to  be  provided  no 
matter  where  the  vendors  weFe  located.  In  response  to  Mr.  Hill's  question, 
Mr.  Welling  stated  there  were  already  major  utility  lines  running  underneath 
Barr  Street-electrical  down  the  middle  and  gas  down  the  east  side. 

Mr.  Simler  asked  what  the  difference  was  in  infrastructure  and  costs  as  they 
relate  to  3 specific  location  within  the  Park.  Mr.  Welling  stated  the  location 
really  wouldn't  matter.  The  only  extra  unbudgeted  cost  presently  is  the 
location  of  a permanent  transformer  from  l&M,  which  is  presently  proposed 
to  be  sited  on  the  west  side  of  Barr  Street. 

Mr.  Welling  then  stated  that  another  change  proposed  in  the  recent  design 
meeting  was  that  the  reflecting  pond  was  now  reduced  to  a “channel”  of 
water  measuring  approximately  10’  X-200’  that  may  contain  some  fountain 
activity.  He  said  the  HWP  Commission  is  concerned  that  the  festival  area 
will  look  like  a vacant  parking  lot  when  not  in  use  by  the  festivals  and 
therefore,  wants  to  ensure  if  will  stand  on  its  own  aesthetically  by 
implementing  the  water  attraction. 

Mr.  Hill  asked  if  the  channel  of  water  was  located  in  the  floodplain.  Mr. 
Welling  stated  no  and  added  further  that  since  there  will  be  utilities  provided 
in  the  area  for  the  beer  tents,  etc.,  that  the  Festival  Terrace  will  be  above 
the  floodplain. 

Mr.  Hill  questioned  the  capacity  of  the  festival  area  lighting.  He  stated 
security  was  a more  important  issue  than  where  the  vendors  were  located. 
Mr.  Welling  responded  that  lighting  was  proposed  to  be  “subdued,"  with 
lights  in  the  trees  and  on  the  ground.  There  would  be  no  overhead  lighting 
since  the  area  would  mostly  encompass  tents  and  downward  lighting  would 
not  be  useful.  Mr.  Hill  responded,  however,  that  without  sufficient  lighting 
there  would  be  a security  problem.  TRF  already  faced  security  problems  in 
areas  lit  like  Mr.  Welling  had  just  described,  and  this  area  will  have  large 
masses  of  people  and  parking  which  is  a difficult  situation  to  secure  under 
the  best  of  circumstances.  Mr.  Hill  wanted  lighting  to  be  addressed 
carefully. 

Mr.  Simler  expressed,  concern  as  to  how  to  ensure  that  the  Commission  or 
the  people/festivals  will  get  what  they  want.  He  questioned  whether 
Redevelopment  should  meet  with  the  festivals  and  the  City,  etc.  Mr. 

Fletcher  said  that  the  meeting  with  designers.  City,  and  Festivals  occurred 
last  week  and  all  the  issues  discussed  today  were  brought  up.  The  end 
result — the  Festivals  will  accept  the  present  proposals  as  long  as  the  City 
allows  them  to  use  the  Barr  Street  right-of-way.  Mr.  Fletcher  said  the  City 
did  not  consent  to  do  so--yet,  but  it  may.  Therefore,  if  the  Redevelopment 
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Commission  wishes  to  express  its  opinion,  he  said  it  should  do  so  to  the 
Mayor  and  then  let  him  consider  that  opinion  when  he  makes  the  final 
decision  on  the  right-of-way  use  issue. 

Mr.  Hill  stated  he  felt  the  plan  (for  the  Park)  should  be  looked  at  again 
because  it  appeared  that  there  was  some  wasted  space  as  presently 
designed.  Mr.  Eisbart  agreed,  stating  again  that  somewhere  the  original 
concept  of  the  Park  as  a permanent  (all  encompassing)  home  for  the 
Festivals  has  changed.  Mr.  Eisbart  said  that  as  large  as  Headwaters  was,  it 
should  be  able  to  accommodate  the  festivals  within  its  boundaries. 

To  clarify,  Mr.  Fletcher  discussed  briefly  how  the  Park  plan  evolved  over 
the  years  and  where  the  festivals  were  to  fit  into  the  design.  He  said  that 
originally  the  Festival  area  was  supposed  to  be  on  the  east  side  of  the  Park 
and  contained  within  it.  Then  the  design  changed  and  split  the  festival 
location  in  two,  putting  the  vendors  on  the  west  side  of  the  Clinton  Street 
and  just  north  of  the  Armory.  That  proposal  was  not  agreeable  to  the 
Festivals  because  of  the  traffic  and  safety  issue  of  crossing  Clinton  Street. 
Mr.  Fletcher  said  that  just  recently  the  design  changed  again,  bringing  the 
food  vendors,  etc.,  back  across  Clinton  to  the  present  location  being 
discussed. 

Some  confusion  arose  when  the  Commissioners  discussed  the  west  side 
versus  east  side  locations,  specifically  as  to  whether  the  Armory  building 
was  to  be  utilized.  It  appeared  that  the  Commissioners  were  not  aware  of  a 
proposal  to  use  the  Armory  building  (instead  of  tents)  for  the  Festivals.  Mr. 
Welling  clarified  that  use  of  the  Armory  building  was  a proposal  made  just 
prior  to  the  present  one  but  rejected  by  the  Festivals  because  they  did  not 
want  to  change  their  whole  event  set-up.  Mr.  Boyer  did  clarify,  however, 
that  there  was  a very  early  west  side  design  plan  which  designated  a large 
area  (in  the  vicinity  of  what  is  now  the  amphitheater  area)  for  festival  use. 

He  said  it  also  included  various  spoke-like  cul-de-sacs  for  the  vendors,  etc. 
Mr.  Simler  said  that  was  the  particular  location  he  remembered  on  the  west 
side. 

Mr.  Fletcher  again  reminded  the  Commissioners  that  Redevelopment's  role 
in  the  project  involved  managing  the  $5.2  million  dollar  bond  placed  by  the 
City  and  approximately  $900,000.00  acquired  from  state  funds  for  site 
acquisition,  demolition,  site  preparedness,  environmental  remediation, 
owner/tenant  relocations,  and  the  surface  parking  lot  at  Clinton  and  Superior 
Streets.  The  HWP  Commission's  responsibility  was  to  raise  approximately 
$8.2  million  to  cover  design,  construction,  and  associated  costs  relating  to 
building  the  park.  Consequently,  Mr.  Fletcher  stated  Redevelopment  could 
only  express  an  opinion  since  construction  was  not  within  its  jurisdiction. 

After  more  discussion  of  the  types  and  numbers  of  vendors  at  TRF  and  the 
purpose  they  serve  for  the  Festival,  Mr.  Fletcher  stated  he  would  relay  the 
Commissioner's  views  to  the  Mayor.  Mr.  Hill  summed  up  the 
Commissioner's  collective  position  (to  be  relayed)  as  being  that  the  TRF 
coCild  not  use  Barr  Street. 
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There  were  no  more  questions  for  Mr.  Welling  concerning  Headwaters  Park  and  no 
more  discussion  of  the  festivals  issue.  The  Commission  then  addressed  other 
projects  and  their  current  status. 


City-County  Building  Handicapped  Ramp  and  Plaza  Membrane 

Mr.  Lindsay  stated  the  handicapped  access  ramp  to  the  City-County  Building  was 
complete  vyith  only  very  minor  handrail  details  to  finish  up. 

Mr.  Lindsay  said  the  plaza  membrane  had  been  waterproofed  by  the  County  in  the 
early  1990's,  but  on  only  three  sides.  The  north  side,  which  faces  the  new  garage 
structure,  was  not  one  of  those  three  (County  said  it  was  City-owned).  He  said 
membrane  repair  or  replacement  of  the  north  side  was  required  since  the 
membrane  was  in  extremely  poor  condition  and  was  connected  to,  and  covered 
part  of,  the  Plaza  Parking  Garage  lower-level  parking.  Mr.  Lindsay  reminded  the 
Commissioners  that  the  plaza  membrane. repajr/replacement  project  was  bid  late 
last  year  but  quotes  came  in  well  over  the  architect's  anticipated,  cost.  Therefore, 
the  job  was  being  let  for  bid  again  soon. 

Mr.  Lindsay  stated  that  Martin  Riley  Mock  (project  architect)  was  currently 
rewriting  the  bid  specs  and  Commission  staff  expected  to  go  over  those  specs 
within  two  weeks.  He  commented  that  the  only  real  change  would  be  to  write 
one  specification  in  such  a way  that  would  insure  the  same  quality  of  project  but 
allow  several  other  contractors  to  bid  on  the  job.  The  previous  bid  had  certain 
licensing  requirements  or  material  requirements  that  inadvertently  prevented  other 
qualified  contractors  from  bidding.  Mr.  Lindsay  stated  the  project  would  be  re-bid 
around  March  with  work  to  commence  shortly  thereafter. 


Midtowne  Crossing 

Mr.  Fletcher  stated  Grinsfelder  Associates  Architects  has  the  contract  with  the 
Midtowne  Crossing  Owners  Association  to  design  the  new  exterior  system  to 
replace  the  brick  panel  system  at  Midtowne  Crossing. 

Mr.  Lindsay  stated  he  had  spoken  with  Mr.  Tom  Farney  of  Grinsfelder's  office  who 
has  become,  within  the  Fort  Wayne  area,  very  knowledgeable  on  these  types  of 
exterior  systems.  Mr.  Lindsay  stated  that  an  "aluminum  composite  panel  system” 
was  the  type  of  system  recommended  by  Grinsfelder  Associates  for  use  at 
Midtowne  Crossing.  He  said  that  this  particular  system  was  a very  specialized, 
unique  type  of  system.  The  materials  “that  attach"  and  the  device  they  "attach  to” 
are  two  entirely  different  entities.  Both  products  have  different  manufacturers  and 
possibly  different  installers.  Mr.  Lindsay  said  Mr.  Farney  was  presently  reviewing 
all  the  different  options  and  would  be  making  a recommendation  to  the  Owners 
Association  after  bids  have  been  received.  In  roughly  three  weeks,  it  was 
anticipated  that  bids  would  be  let  for  the  installation  of  the  new  panel  system.  Mr. 
Lindsay  stated  the  bid  would  be  invitational  since  only  licensed  or  authorized 
installers  for  each  part  of  the  system  entity  would  be  eligible.  He  said  there  was 
one  eligible  firm  located  in  Fort  Wayne,  but  all  others  were  located  outside  the 
local  area. 
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Mr.  Welling  had  brought  a sample  of  panel  materials  for  the  Commissioners  to  look 
over.  Mr.  Lindsay  remarked  that  per  Grinsfelder's  office,  the  coloring  of  the  panels 
could  be  matched  exactly  to  the  Midtowne  Crossing  buildings.  The  panels  could 
also  be  colored  and  flecked  to  give  a very  realistic  brick  appearance. 

Jefferson  Elevator 

Mr.  Fletcher  stated  that  the  design  for  the  Jefferson  Skywalk  elevator,  which  was 
incorporated  into  the  Embassy  Theatre  lobby,  has  been  completed.  However,  the 
bid  for  construction  will  be  let  as  an  alternate  within  the  construction  bid  by  the 
Botanical  Conservatory  for  its  expansion  plan  construction.  The  elevator 
construction  was  set  up  this  way  in  order  to  take  advantage  of  having  the  same 
contractor  do  both  projects  which  will  save  money  and  tie  the  two  projects 
together. 


NEW  BUSINESS 
Resolution  96-1 

Approving  a contract  for  professional  legal  services 
Resolution  96-2 

Approving  a contract  for  professional  legal  services 

Since  these  contracts  were  basically  the  same  as  last  year's,  Mr.  Eisbart  motioned 
for  approval  of  both  resolutions  and  Mr.  Hill  did  second.  Resolutions  96-1  and  96- 
2 passed  unanimously. 


Resolution  96-3 

Ratifying,  and  approving  payment  of,  expenditures  relating  to  Plaza  Parking  Garage 
remediation  work 

Mr.  Fletcher  told  the  Commissioners  that  one  change  order  had  already  been 
approved  that  addressed  water  problems  during  construction  of  the  foundation. 
This  particular  Resolution  dealt  with  a water  seepage  problems  that  were  located 
just  south  of  the  foundation  by  the  truck  docks  and  truck  pull-offs  areas.  He  said 
the  County  identified  the  problem  to  the  contractor  and  stated  that,  by  using  its 
own  manpower  and  resources,  it  could  solve  the  problem  and  actually  tie  it  into 
the  garage's  drain  and  pump  system 

Mr.  Fletcher  stated  since  time  was  of  the  essence  it  was  agreed  with  the  County 
Commissioners  to  treat  the  problem  as  part  of  the  project,  therefore  the  County 
would  share  equally  in  the  expense  to  rectify  it.  The  County  has  already 
reimbursed  the  Commission  for  its  half  and  Resolution  96-3  approved  payment  to 
the  two  vendors  involved,  Wayne  Pipe  and  Myers  Pump  & Supply,  their  respective 
fees.  The  County  agreed  to  be  the  sole  payor  for  the  labor  fees,  which  were 
charged  by  County  employees. 

Mr.  Eisbart  motioned  for  approval  of  the  resolution  and  Mr.  Hill  did  second.  The 
motion  passed  unanimously. 
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Resolution  96-4 

Approving  change  orders  to  the  Wayne  Asphalt  & Construction  Company,  Inc., 
contract 

Mr.  Fletcher  stated  that  there  were  several  change  orders  which  had  come  up 
during  construction  of  the  new  City  parking  lot  at  Clinton  and  Superior  Streets.  He 
stated  Mr.  Kravig  would  point  out  on  the  site  plan  where  problems  had  arisen  in 
the  field  which  subsequently  necessitated  change  orders.  Mr.  Welling,  of 
Grinsfelder  Associates  Architects,  would  provide  input  as  well. 

Mr.  Kravig  then  pointed  out  each  change  order  that  had  a specific  site  location. 

The  remaining  change  orders  encompassed  the  whole  site  in  general.  He  outlined 
the  following  explanations  concerning  each  applicable  change  order: 

Change  Order  #1  involved  re-designing  a new  stormwater  inlet  at  the 
intersection  of  Duck  and  Clinton  Streets.  Mr.  Kravig  stated  that  the  original 
drainage,  as  designed,  was  not  "workable."  For  whatever  reason,  the 
drainage  consultants  tried  to  re-use  an  existing  inlet  that  would  necessitate 
placing  a storm  grate  in  the  middle  of  the  new  sidewalk  that  surrounds  the 
parking  lot. 

#4  was  the  same  situation  but  at  the  northeast  corner  of  the  lot  at  the 
intersection  of  Duck  and  Barr  Streets. 

#6  concerned  the  Indiana  Textile  Building.  Elimination  of  three  known 
basement  windows  in  that  building  were  originally  planned  due  to  the 
problems  they  can  cause.  However,  during  adjacent  sidewalk  work,  a 
fourth  window  was  discovered  on  the  Superior  Street  side,  a window  that 
evidently  had  been  buried  years  ago.  That  entailed  additional  sealing  work 
which  necessitated  a change  order. 

#7  was  replacement  of  poured-in-place  curbing  due  to  the  fact  that  the 
proposed  grade,  as  designed  by  the  drainage  and  grading  consultant,  was 
not  producing  satisfactory  results  once  it  was  applied  in  the  field.  The 
change  in  grade  dimensions  necessitated  re-pouring  the  curb  in  the  vicinity 
of  Duck  and  Barr  Streets. 

#8  came  from  a staff  decision.  Since  the  Commission  was  spending  all  this 
money  to  make  the  parking  lot  look  nice,  it  would  be  appropriate  to  "do  it 
right”  and  lower  the  existing  street  light  foundation  at  Clinton  and  Superior 
so  it  was  properly  at  grade  with  the  new  sidewalk. . 

#9  At  the  request  of  the  HWP  Commission,  two  more  ornamental  light  poles 
were  installed  at  Clinton  and  Superior.  Originally,  HWP  Commission  was  to 
install  a type  of  ornamental  gateway  or  trellis  at  that  corner  to  dress  it  up, 
however,  those  plans  were  squelched  due  to  budgetary  constraints.  Light 
poles,  already  specified  for  the  rest  of  the  project,  would  serve  the  same 
purpose.. 

#10  occurred  because  parking  control  and  appropriate  equipment  is  typically 
a responsibility  of  the  parking  lot  manager.  Therefore,  no  provisions  were 
made  for  parking  control  in  the  original  base  bid.  However,  the  BOW  (who 
owns  the  property)  had  difficulty  reaching  an  agreement  with  a parking 
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manager  on  a timely  basis.  Y6t  the  window  of  opportunity  to  install  parking 
control  oquipment  foundations--in  the  most  fiscally  responsible  way-occurs 
during  lot  construction  while  the  contractor  is  mobilized. 

Mr.  Hill  asked  specifically  about  Change  Orders  5,  3,  and  2.  Mr.  Kravig  explained 
that  these  change  order  amounts  were  still  subject  to  "negotiation”  with  the 
contractor,  especially  #5.  However,  the  change  order  circumstances  were  as 
follows: 

#5  Throughout  demolition  and  construction  of  Headwaters  Park,  it  had 
been  noted  that  practically  the  entire  thumb  area  was  covered  with  fill  dirt. 
The  parking  lot  was  no  exception.  In  the  process  of  digging  and  grading,  it 
became  evident  that  a large  amount  of  unsuitable  debris  existed  onsite, 
such  as  broken  bricks,  concrete,  etc.  This  debris  could  not  simply  be  left 
and  paved  over,  it  would  have  to  be  removed  and  disposed  of. 

#2  Also  during  the  digging  and  grading  process,  several  old  foundations 
were  found  west  of  the  Indiana  Textile  Building.  (Mr.  Kravig  said  old 
photographs  of  the  Indiana  Textile  Building  showed  that  houses  used  to 
stand  next  to  it.)  Therefore,  these  too,  had  to  be  removed  and  disposed  of. 

#3  resulted  from  “timing"  problems.  Mr.  Kravig  stated  that  the  original  bid 
allowed  the  contractor  to  move  all  the  “spoil”  dirt  left  over  from  the  grading 
process  of  the  lot,  onto  areas  in  HWP  Phase  II  (north  of  the  parking  lot  area) 
to  be  used  as  fill  material.  However,  he  reminded  the  Commissioners  that 
the  parking  lot  project  incurred  considerable  delay  due  to  the  necessity  of  a 
second  bid  process.  By  the  time  the  contract  was  awarded,  etc., 
construction  in  Phase  II  had  progressed  much  further  and  much  faster  than 
anticipated.  Where  there  once  was  plenty  of  room  to  dump  spoil  dirt  for  fill, 
there  suddenly  became  very  little  room. 

Consequently,  Mr.  Kravig  stated  that  the  contractor  had  to  mobilize  another 
piece  of  equipment  and,  due  to  impedance  from  Phase  II  walkways, 
carefully  mold  a mound  of  spoil/fill  dirt  in  a very  specific,  defined  area 
instead  of  being  able  to  dump  the  dirt  in  a large  area  quickly  and  easily. 

Upon  discussion  of  this  Resolution,  Mr.  Eisbart  expressed  great  displeasure  with 
the  events  resulting  in  this  Resolution.  First,  he  stated  he  had  not  been  in  favor  of 
awarding  Wayne  Asphalt  the  contract  on  the  second  bid  round  because  Wayne 
had  been  the  sole  bidder  (the  first  bid  had  produced  at  least  three  bidders)  AND 
had  increased  its  bid  quote  the  second  time  around.  Not  only  did  it  increase  its 
quote  in  the  second  bid,  but  also  refused  to  work  with  the  Commission  at  all 
regarding  its  price  (which  still  came  in  over  the  anticipated  cost).  He  was  appalled 
that  Wayne  Asphalt  was  now  asking  for  MORE  money,  especially  $6300-$  10,000 
just  to  “move  dirt”. 

Moreover,  Mr.  Eisbart  stated  that  it  appeared  that  several  change  orders  were  due 
to  a poor  design  by  the  drainage  consultant.  If  that  was  indeed  the  case,  whether 
it  be  due  to  incompetence,  lack  of  time,  or  whatever,  the  consultant  should  be 
responsible  for  payment  of  those  costs.  That  was  how  business  took  place  in  the 
private  sector  and  it  should  apply  to  government  contracts  as  well.  The 
Commission  should  not  be  responsible  for  paying  for  others  ineptness. 
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Lastly,  ajthough  he  could  at  least  see  some  reasoning  behind  it,  Mr.  Eisbart  was 
not  in  favor  of  bailing  out  the  Headwaters  Park  Commission  on  budgetary  woes. 
The  Commission  should  not  be  paying  $10,000  for  ornamental  light  poles  just 
because  Headwaters  Park  Commission's  budget  could  not  cover  it. 

Mr.  Eisbart  summed  up  his  comments  by  saying  he  would  not  be  voting  in  favor  of 
either  Change  Order  #3' or  #5,  but  moreover,  what  was  the  Commission  going  to 
do  about  this  type  of  situation?  He  did  not  want  to  see  these  types  of  situations 
continue  to  go  on  status  quo. 

0 ■ 

Mr.  Welling,  to  clarify  the  drainage  issue,  stated  that  the  original  design  would 
have  done  the  job  and  drained  the  street.  He  stated  that  the  change  was  more  for 
aesthetic  reasons.  Mr.  Kravig  responded  that  it  would  have  "done  the  job”  and, 
yes,  the  change  was  aesthetic  because  a drain  in  the  middle  of  a sidewalk  looks 
terrible.  But  Mr.  Kravig  also  stated  there  was  the  safety  factor  of  leaving  it  in  that 
location,  as  well  as  the  bizarre  situation  of  directing  street  drainage  INTO  the  lot 
driveway,  which  was  OPPOSITE  of  the  desired  effect. 

Mr.  Kravig  stated  he  had  no  qualms  about  directing  that  the  change  be  done  but 
was  not  pleased  that  it  had  been  necessary  to  make  the  change.  As  to  what 
could  be  done  about  this  type  of  situation  and  how  to  prevent  it  from  happening 
again--he  did  not  know. 

Mr.  Eisbart  asked  who  reviewed  the  design  plans,  who  decided  the  inlet  was  OK 
or  not,  or  why  didn't  the  aesthetically  pleasing  aspect,  or-lack  of  it,  get  caught 
during  design  approval?  He  stated  that  “real  money”  was  getting  spent  needlessly 
because  someone  wasn't  paying  attention.  He,  for  one,  wanted  to  track  these 
type  of  problems  and  be  aware  of  who  was  the  responsible  party. 

Mr.  Fletcher  stated  the  design  went  through  City  routing  and  all  the  various 
pertinent  City  departments  of  engineering,  stormwater,  utilities,  etc.  and  bottom 
line-somebody  missed  it.  He  said  both  he  and  Mr.  Kravig  thought  the  inlet 
placement  was  odd  but  that  it  had  passed  all  the  necessary  reviews.  He  also 
commented  that,  unfortunately,  this  was  not  the  first  time  something  had  gone 
through  routing  and  had  not  been  caught. 

As  for  the  change  order  from  Wayne  on  moving  dirt  and  building  a mound,  Mr. 
Fletcher  stated  it  had  not  been  possible  to  determine  that  Phase  II  would  progress 
as  quickly  as  it  did.  Its  rapid  progression  and  favorable  construction  conditions, 
etc.,  alone  contributed  a great  deal  to  the  necessity  of  mounding  the  dirt  in  a 
specific  area  instead  of  dumping  it  randomly. 

After  delivering  more  admonishment  that  project  managers,  whoever  they  were, 
needed  to  watch  these  project  more  carefully,  Mr.  Eisbart  asked  how  much  of  the 
responsibility  for  the  change  orders  rested  with  Wayne  or  was  Wayne  just 
"following  orders?”  It  was  determined  by  Mr.  Fletcher  and  Mr.  Kravig  that  Wayne 
was  just  following  orders. 

Mr.  Fletcher  did  clarify  that  he  was  still  negotiating  the  amounts  on  Change  Order 
Nos.1,  4,  and  5,  but  that  the  amounts  listed  in  Resolution  96-4  would  be  the 
maximum  amount  to  be  paid.  The  resolution  was  structured  so  that  negotiation 
could  be  finalized  with  the  Commission  not  paying  more  than  the  $38,961.24  to 
Wayne  Asphalt. 
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Mr.  Fletcher  also. asked  Mr.  Welling  what  the  timeframe  was  concerning  the 
change  to  mounding  the  dirt,  and  wasn't  there  some  other  factor  to  be  considered. 
Mr.  Welling  did  say  there  was  more  dirt  to  move  than  anticipated,  but  mostly  the 
change  was  due  to  the  Phase  II  contractor  moving  faster  than  the  parking  lot 
contractor.  He  also  commented  that  the  parking  lot  was  supposed  to  have  been 
started  much  sooner  than  it  was  which  affected  timing. 

Mr.  Welling  did  emphasize  to  the  Commissioners  that  in  the  overall  picture,  even 
with  the  extra  change  order,  it  had  still  been  cheaper  to  move  the  spoil  dirt  from 
the  lot,  mound  it,  and  then  have  it  incorporated  as  fill  dirt  in  other  areas  of  Phase 
II,  than  it  would  have  been  to  truck  the  dirt  offsite.  He  said  that  in  the  long  haul, 
the  Commission  still  came  out  ahead  by  selecting  the  option  of  using  the  dirt  as  fill 
material  in  the  Park,  even  if  it  did  mean  the  dirt  had  to  moved  twice  (once  by 
Wayne  Asphalt  and  once  by  Phase  II  contractor  after  mounding).  Mr.  Welling 
went  on  to  say  that  the  dirt  in  question  eventually  became  the  fill  material  for  the 
depression  left  after. the  Tri  City  Automotive  building  demolition.  However,  once 
again,  timing  was  the  problem.  Tri  City  Automotive's  building  was  not  yet  ready 
for  demolition  when  Wayne  Asphalt  was  ready  to  move  its  spoil  dirt.  Therefore, 
the  change  order  occurred  because  a “holding”  area  had  to  be  created  until  such 
time  as  the  dirt  could  be  re-used  in  Headwaters  construction. 

Mr!  Hill  moved  to  approve  Resolution  96-4  with  the  recommendation  that  the 
Commission  staff  do  its  best  to  negotiate  some  cost  reduction  from  Wayne 
Asphalt  where  it  could.  Mr.  Simler  did  second  the  motion.  It  passed  by  a vote  of 
three  yays  to  two  nays,  with  Mr.  Eisbart  and  Mr.  Powell  voting  the  nays. 


Resolution  96-5 

Ratifying  and  approving  a contract  with  Advanced  Environmental  Systems 

Mr.  Kravig  explained  that  during  the  demolition  of  Tri  City  Automotive  (parcel  10) 
in  Headwaters  Park,  an  abandoned  basement  was  uncovered  that  contained  an  old 
boiler.  The  boiler  was  covered  with  asbestos  insulation  which,  by  law,  had  to  be 
removed  before  demolition  could  proceed.  Mr.  Kravig  stated  that  Advanced 
Environmental  Systems  was  under  contract  to  do  routine  asbestos  abatement  in 
Phase  II  of  Headwaters  Park.  Since  time  was  of  the  essence,  this  company  was 
the  only  one  solicited  for  a quote.  The  quote  seemed  seasonable  and  Commission 
staff  therefore  authorized  asbestos  removal  to  proceed. 

Mr.  Eisbart  motioned  for  approval  of  said  resolution  and  Mr.  Hill  did  second.  The 
motion  passed  unanimously. 


Resolution  96-6 

Approving  a change  order  to  the  Leeper's  Lawn  Service,  Inc.,  contract 

Mr.  Kravig  clarified  the  three  items  under  the  change  order  concerning  the 
landscaping  contract  for  the  parking  lot  at  Clinton  and  Superior  Streets.  He  said 
that  the  landscaping  had  been  done  per  specifications.  But  upon  further  review, 
Commission  staff  decided  to  ask  for  a couple  additional  changes.  Staff  asked  that 
additional  shrubbery  be  supplied  for  aesthetics  reasons  and  that  the  irrigation 
control  box  be  moved  to  the  outside  of  the  Indiana  Textile  Building  from  its  inside 
location. 
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As  for  the  moving  of  existing  shrubs  for  snow  removal  and  bumper  overhang,  it 
was  determined  that  the  exhaust  from  automobiles  was  very  damaging  to  the 
shrubbery  and  therefore  it  was  necessary  to  move  shrubs  that  were  too  close  to 
bumper  overhangs. 

Mr.  Potfvell  questioned  the  $800  to  move  a box  from  the  inside  to  the  outside  of  a 
building.  Mr.  Kravig  explained  it  had  already  been  installed  inside  the  building  so 
relocating  the  box  outside  resulted  in  additional  labor  costs,  more  materials,  etc. 

Mr.  Kravig  stated  that  Leeper  had  done  a good  job  for  the  Commission  and  had 
given  credits  for  work  he  did  not  have  to  do,  etc.  Mr.  Kravig  stated  these  change 
order  costs  appeared  to  be  reasonable. 

Mr.  McElhoe  asked  if  there  would  be  any  barriers  erected  during  the  festivals  etc., 
to  protect  the  shrubbery  from  being  trampled.  Mr.  Fletcher  stated  it  was  a 
requirement  that  the  festivals  provide  barrier  fencing  although  some  damage  would 
probably  still  occur. 

Mr.  Hill  motioned  for  approval  of  Resolution  96-6  and  Mr.  McElhoe  did  second. 

The  motion  passed  and  the  resolution  was  approved. 


OTHER  BUSINESS 

Mr.  Eisbart  stated  that  there  were  four  newly  elected  City  Council  members  and  he 
would  recommend  that  the  Commission  invite  the  members  to  a meeting  or  have 
an  informal  get  together  to  introduce  themselves,  etc.  He  thought  it  would  be 
beneficial  to  inform  them  as  to  the  nature  of  the  Commission,  its  purpose,  its 
projects,  etc.,  and  establish  communication  with  them. 

He  also  commented  that  this  was  not  the  first  time  frustration  has  come  up 
concerning  contractors,  work  performance,  change  orders,  etc.  He  recommended 
that  the  Commission  staff  begin  tracking  these  contractors  and  these  type 
situations.  He  was  not  encouraging  "Gestapo"  demeanor  but  rather  a simple, 
pertinent  record  of  vendors  or  contractors  that  are  associated  with  problems.  He 
said  by  doing  this,  the  Commission  can  consider  these  problems  and  resulting 
costs  when  reviewing  contractor  bids  for  projects.  It  will  be  a measuring  stick 
that  the  Commission  would  be  able  to  use  in  evaluating  contractors.  If  someone 
has  a history  of  poor  design,  or  price  gouging,  or  a habit  of  too  many  change 
orders  on  a contract--these  can  be  referred  to  by  this  documentation/recording 
process. 

Mr.  Boyer  mentioned  that  the  Board  of  Works  has.  instituted  a disbarment  clause 
and  procedure  associated  with  contracts  is  awards.  He  stated  he  would  get  the 
Commission  a copy  of  it  to  look  over  and  consider  adopting. 

As  parting  comments,  Mr.  Hill  advised  that  Tony  Burrus  be  informed  of  all.  Festival 
meetings  regarding  Headwaters  Park  and  the  City.  He  also  asked  if  the  police  had 
been  consulted  or  involved  in  the  planning  process  for  the  Park  in  any  way.  Mr. 
Fletcher  stated  he  thought  they  had,  possibly  through  Tom  Cain. 
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With  no  further  business  to  discuss  the  meeting  was  adjourned  at  approximately 
6:30pm. 


FORT  WAYNE  REDEVELOPMENT  COMMISSION 


Secretary  - George  F.  Simjorv 


ADOPTED: March  18,  1996 
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FORT  WAYNE  REDEVELOPMENT  COMMISSION 


TIME:  4:30  p.m. 

SPECIAL  MEETING  MINUTES 
March  13,  1996 

PLACE:  City-County  Bldg.  - Rm.  810 


MEMBERS  PRESENT: 

John  B.  Powell  - President 

MEMBERS  ABSENT: 

R.  Steven  Hill  - V.  President 
George  F.  Simler,  III  - Secretary 
Benjamin  A.  Eisbart  - Member 
Steven  E.  McElhoe  - Member 

STAFF  PRESENT: 

Ronald  R.  Fletcher  - Executive  Director 
James  C.  Lindsay  - Redevelopment  Specialist 
Loren  Kravig  - Redevelopment  Specialist 
Karyn  Heiney  - Administrative  Assistant 

COUNSEL  PRESENT: 

None 

OTHERS  PRESENT: 

Representatives  of  the  various  bidding  companies 

CALL  TO  ORDER 

Mr.  Powell  called  to  order  this  special  meeting  of  the  Fort  Wayne  Redevelopment 
Commission. 

ROLL  CALL 

It  was  noted  for  the  record  that  only  Mr.  Powell  was  present  at  this  meeting  and 
that  no  quorum  was  present. 

NEW  BUSINESS 

The  only  order  of  business  to  be  addressed  at  this  meeting  was  the  bid  opening  for 
the  replacement  of  the  membrane/waterproofing  system  of  the  north  plaza  area  of 
the  City-County  Building. 
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Mr.  Powell  stated  that  five  bids  had  been  received  today  and  commenced  with  bid 
opening.  The  following  reflects  bid  opening  results: 


Hagerman 

CMS 

Pettigrew 

Midland 

C.L.  Schust 

OPTION  1 

(Modified  Roof 
Membrane) 

No  Bid 

$553,000 

No  Bid 

$652,000 

$618,742 

OPTION  2 

(Hot  Fluid  Applied 
Rubberized  Asphalt) 

$508,000 

No  Bid 

$538,170 

$589,785 

No  Bid 

ALTERNATE  1 

(Recaulk  pavers  on 
north  perimeter) 

ALTERNATE  2 

$1,500 

$1,455 

$1,976 

$2,545 

$1,134 

(Recaulk  pavers  on 
east,  south,  & 
west  perimeter) 

$2,500 

$2,460 

$2,891 

$2,891 

$2,283 

UNIT  PRICE  PER 
LINEAR  FOOT 

$1.00 

n/a 

$12.00 

$10.75 

$7.50 

(for  cracking  and  joint 
prep  for  cracks  > 1/16") 


Upon  conclusion  of  the  bid  opening,  Mr.  Fletcher  advised  that  the  Commission 
staff  would  review  the  bids  further  with  Martin  Riley  Mock,  the  project  architect, 
and  award  of  the  contract  would  be  within  the  next  week.  He  thanked  all  the 
bidders  for  responding  to  the  job  proposal. 

With  no  further  business  to  discuss  the  meeting  was  adjourned  at  approximately 
5:10pm. 


FORT  WAYNE  REDEVELOPMENT  COMMISSION 


Secretary" - George  RJSjs 


ADOPTED:  March  18.  1996 
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FORT  WAYNE  REDEVELOPMENT  COMMISSION 

PUBLIC  HEARING  MINUTES 
March  18,  1996 


TIME:  4:30  p.m, 

PLACE:  City-County  Bldg.  - Rm.  128 

MEMBERS  PRESENT:  George  F.  Simler,  III  - Secretary 

Benjamin  A.  Eisbart  - Member 
Steven  E.  McElhoe  - Member 

MEMBERS  ABSENT:  John  B.  Powell  - President 

R.  Steven  Hill  - V.  President 


STAFF  PRESENT:  Ronald  R.  Fletcher  - Executive  Director 

James  C.  Lindsay  - Redevelopment  Specialist 
Loren  Kravig  - Redevelopment  Specialist 
Karyn  Heiney  - Administrative  Assistant 

COUNSEL  PRESENT:  R.  David  Boyer 

CALL  TO  ORDER 

Due  to  the  absence  of  Mr.  Powell  and  Mr.  Hill,  Mr.  George  Simler,  Secretary, 
called  to  order  this  public  hearing  meeting  of  the  Fort  Wayne  Redevelopment 
Commission. 

ROLL  CALL 

It  was  noted  for  the  record  that  Mr.  Powell  and  Mr.  Hill  were  absent  from  the 
meeting  but  that  a quorum  was  present. 

Mr.  Simler  explained  that  this  public  hearing  was  held  to  allow  for  any 
remonstrances  or  objections  to  be  heard  by  persons  affected  by  the  proposed  Baer 
Field  Economic  Development  Area  plan.  He  stated  that  the  Redevelopment 
Commission  had  passed  Declaratory  Resolution  95-75  on  December  11,  1995 
approving  the  plan  and  allowing  it  to  be  submitted  for  approval  by  the  Fort  Wayne 
Plan  Commission  and  City  Council.  Both  aforesaid  entities  had  approved  the  plan. 

Mr.  Simler  then  asked  if  anyone  wished  to  speak  in  favor  of  establishing  the  Baer 
Field  Economic  Development  Area  as  presented.  No  one  spoke  in  favor. 

Mr.  Simler  asked  if  anyone  wished  to  speak  against  the  proposed  plan.  No  one 
spoke  against  the  plan. 

Since  no  discussion  ensued  nor  any  remonstances  voiced,  Mr.  Simler  stated  the 
public  hearing  could  be  adjourned.  Upon  a motion  by  Mr.  Eisbart  and  a second  by 
Mr.  McElhoe,  the  public  hearing  was  adjourned. 


FORT  WAYNE  REDEVELOPMENT  COMMISSION 


**8£cretary  - George  F.  SimTerrlll 


ADOPTED:  May  20.  1996 
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FORT  WAYNE  REDEVELOPMENT  COMMISSION 


REGULAR  MEETING  MINUTES 
March  18,  1996 


TIME:  5:00  p.m. 

PLACE:  City-County  Bldg.  - Rm.  128 


MEMBERS  PRESENT:  George  F.  Simler,  III  - Secretary 

Benjamin  A.  Eisbart  - Member 
Steven  E.  McElhoe  - Member 


MEMBERS  ABSENT:  John  B.  Powell  - President 

R.  Steven  Hill  - V.  President 

STAFF  PRESENT:  Ronald  R.  Fletcher  - Executive  Director 

James  C.  Lindsay  - Redevelopment  Specialist 
Loren  Kravig  - Redevelopment  Specialist 
Karyn  Heiney  - Administrative  Assistant 


COUNSEL  PRESENT: 


R.  David  Boyer 


OTHERS  PRESENT:  Geoff  Paddock  - Headwaters  Park  Commission 

Ed  Welling  - Grinsfelder  Associates  Architects 
Chris  Baker  - Martin  Riley  Mock 
John  Riley  - Martin  Riley  Mock 


CALL  TO  ORDER 


Due  to  the  absence  of  Mr.  Powell  and  Mr.  Hill,  Mr.  George  Simler,  Secretary, 
called  to  order  this  public  hearing  meeting  of  the  Fort  Wayne  Redevelopment 
Commission. 

ROLL  CALL 


It  was  noted  for  the  record  that  Mr.  Powell  and  Mr.  Hill  were  absent  from  the 
meeting  but  that  a quorum  was  present. 

APPROVAL  OF  CLAIMS 

Mr.  Simler  asked  for  approval  of  the  December  1995  claims.  Mr.  Eisbart  moved 
for  approval  and  Mr.  McElhoe  did  second.  The  claims  were  approved 
unanimously  as  submitted. 

APPROVAL  OF  MINUTES 

Upon  request  by  Mr.  Simler,  Mr.  Eisbart  moved  approval  of  the  January  22,  1996 
and  March  13,  1996  Minutes.  Mr.  McElhoe  did  second  the  motion  and  both  sets 
of  minutes  were  approved  unanimously. 

OLD  BUSINESS 

None 
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NEW  BUSINESS 
Resolution  96-7 

Confirmatory  Resolution:  Baer  Field  Economic  Development  Area 

Since  there  were  no  remonstrances  or  objections  raised  at  the  public  hearing,  Mr. 
Eisbart  motioned  for  approval  of  Resolution  96-7.  Mr.  McElhoe  did  second.  The 
motion  passed  unanimously. 

Resolution  96-8 

Awarding  a contract  for  replacement  of  the  membrane/waterproofing  system  for 
the  north  plaza  area  of  the  City-County  Building 

Mr.  Fletcher  introduced  Chris  Baker  and  John  Riley  who  represented  the  project 
architect,  Martin  Riley  Mock,  and  then  briefed  the  Commissioners  on  the  history  of 
bidding  this  project. 

Mr.  Fletcher  reminded  the  Commissioners  that  this  project  was  first  bid  in  the  fall 
and  bids  had  come  in  very  high,  averaging  about  $650,000.  The  bids  were 
rejected  therefore  and  reworked  to  allow  for  better  bidding  activities  by  additional 
contractors. 

Mr.  Baker  stated  that  indeed,  bid  had  come  in  much  higher  than  expected  due  to 
various  reasons,  one  being  contractors  were  extremely  busy  at  that  time  of  year 
and  were  not  hungry  for  business.  Also,  there  were  not  many  bidders  eligible  to 
bid  due  to  certain  project  specifications.  He  said  his  firm  recommended  that  the 
bid  specs  should  be  re-written  slightly  so  as  to  make  more  contractors  eligible  for 
the  bid  and  to  time  the  re-bid  for  early  spring  when  contractors  were  eager  to 
schedule  summer  work. 

Mr.  Baker  stated  the  second  round  of  bids  were  let  in  March  with  another 
manufacturer  (Carlyle)  added  under  the  waterproofing  specifications  to  allow  more 
eligible  contractors  to  bid.  Five  bids  were  received  and  Hagerman  Construction 
was  low  bid  at  $508,000  under  the  hot  fluid  method  and  CMS  was  low  bidder  at 
$553,000  under  the  modified  roof  membrane  system. 

Mr.  Eisbart  asked  the  difference  between  the  two  methods  or  systems  and  their 
respective  strengths/weaknesses  as  to  life  expectancy,  wear  and  tear, 
maintenance,  local  climate,  etc.  Mr.  Baker  responded  that  both  systems  are  ideal 
for  Ft.  Wayne's  climate  and  basically  are  equal  in  other  respects.  He  explained  that 
the  first  method  is  actually  a conventional  roofing  membrane  system.  He  added 
that  the  east,  south,  and  west  decks  of  the  plaza  were  done  under  this  method 
several  years  ago  when  CMS  applied  a conventional  built-up,  four-ply  gravel 
roofing  membrane  much  like  is  seen  on  the  roofs  of  schools,  etc.  He  stated  the 
particular  system  in  the  specs  only  needed  a two-ply  application  since  it  was 
comparable  in  mil  (thickness)  to  the  gravel  four-ply. 

The  second  option  which  Hagerman  bid  on,  was  more  like  a “true  waterproofing 
plaza  deck”  and  which  was  similar  Mr.  Baker  said,  to  one  used  for  the  Sears 
Tower.  He  said  this  method  involved  heating  rubberized  asphalt  in  kettles  and 
then  pouring  it  onto  the  deck  and  squeegeeing  it  over  the  surface. 
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Mr.  Eisbart  asked  Mr.  Baker  about  the  experience  of  the  bidders  since  he  was 
familiar  with  C.L.  Schust  and  CMS  only.  Mr.  Baker  said  Hagerman  is  the  prime 
bidder  but  will  be  subbing  the  work  out  to  Jarnigan  Enterprises  of  Indianapolis. 
Jarnigan  is  the  same  firm  that  waterproofed  the  elevator  tower  roof  on  the  new 
Plaza  Parking  Garage.  Hagerman  would  do  the  plaza  demolition,  erect  the 
pedestals,  do  the  site  prep,  and  then  Jarnigan  would  do  the  work  associated  with 
the  waterproofing. 

Mr.  Simler  asked  if  these  two  low  bidders  bid  the  first  time  around.  MR.  Baker 
said  no  but  that  Jarnigan  did  not  bid  because  he  had  prior  commitments  already 
for  the  timeframe  this  job  would  require.  He  had  stated  he  was  very  interested, 
especially  since  his  crew  was  already  onsite  for  the  parking  garage,  but  could  not 
forego  his  other  commitments. 

With  no  further  questions  for  Mr.  Baker,  Mr.  Eisbart  moved  to  pass  Resolution  96- 
8 and  Mr.  McElhoe  did  second.  The  Resolution  passed  unanimously. 


Resolution  96-9 

Approving  an  intergovernmental  agreement  with  the  Fort  Wayne  Board  of  Park 
Commissioners 


Mr.  Fletcher  stated  that  the  restoration  and  reuse  of  the  Wells  Street  Bridge 
project  is  primarily  being  handled  by  the  Park  Board.  He  stated  that  Commission 
staff  had  applied  for  a state  grant  for  the  project  in  the  amount  of  roughly 
$500,000,  a grant  that  was  received. 

The  Commissioners  reviewed  an  aerial  map  of  the  real  estate  acquisitions  that  may 
be  involved  in  order  to  construct  a pedestrian  pathway  along  Harrison  Street 
connecting  a rehabilitated  Wells  Street  Bridge  (pedestrian  traffic  only)  to 
Headwaters  Park.  Mr.  Kravig  pointed  out  the  sites,  encompassing  both 
commercial  and  residential,  that  will  probably  be  acquired.  The  amount  of 
property  should  be  “minimal”.  Mr.  Fletcher  stated  that  there  would  be  a public 
hearing  in  the  future  concerning  acquisition  of  properties  associated  with  this 
project. 

Mr.  Fletcher  clarified  that  in  meeting  with  the  Wells  Street  Association,  one  of  the 
items  the  group  wanted  to  see  accomplished  was  to  create  a better  pedestrian 
linkage  between  the  neighborhood  and  downtown.  The  Wells  Street  Bridge 
provides  a perfect  tie-in  to  that  purpose. 

Mr.  Kravig  elaborated  that  the  $500,000  (grant)  were  federal  monies  that  were 
administered  by  the  State  with  the  project  split  being  80/20  (federal/local) 
responsibility.  Any  preliminary  engineering  work,  however,  had  to  be  funded  on 
the  local  level  and  as  such  is  being  paid  for  by  the  Parks  Dept,  and  Redevelopment 
(a  much  earlier  Resolution  approved  that  funding). 

Mr.  McElhoe  motioned  for  approval  of  Resolution  96-9  and  Mr.  Eisbart  did  second 
the  motion.  The  motion  carried  and  the  Resolution  was  approved  unanimously. 
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UPDATE  ON  HEADWATERS  PARK 

Mr.  Paddock  informed  the  Commissioners  that  Mr.  John  Shoaf,  President  of  the 
Headwaters  Park  Commission  (HPC),  had  hoped  to  attend  this  meeting  but 
unfortunately  had  fallen  ill.  Mr.  Paddock  was  representing  HPC  in  his  stead 
therefore,  along  with  Ed  Welling  from  Grinsfelder  Associates  Architects  to  give  a 
brief  update  on  the  Park  and  answer  any  questions  the  Commissioners  may  have. 

Mr.  Paddock  acknowledged  that  he  was  aware  that  the  Redevelopment 
Commission  had  recently  expressed  some  concerns  as  to  accommodation  of  the 
various  local  festivals  within  Headwaters  Park. 

Mr.  Paddock  stated  the  HPC  can  at  times  be  in  a difficult  situation  in  that  the  Park 
is  perceived  as  addressing  many  needs,  i.e.,  flood  mitigation,  establishment  of  a 
downtown  festival  center,  promote  economic  development  and  tourism,  etc. 

People  want  these  things  and  others  yet  want  the  park  to  be  practical  and 
functional,  too.  He  said  crossfire  situation  was  anticipated  early  on  and  the 
Commission  tried  to  include  all  appropriate  entities  in  some  of  the  design  review  so 
as  to  try  and  accommodate  as  many  needs  as  possible.  The  festivals  in  particular, 
he  said,  were  invited  to  review  plans  for  the  festival  center  and  they  did  request 
various  changes,  such  as  consolidation  of  festival  activities  to  the  east  side  of  the 
park  instead  of  using  areas  on  both  sides  (of  Clinton). 

Mr.  Paddock  said  he  personally  felt  that  the  HPC  had  a good  working  relationship 
with  the  Redevelopment  Commission  and  that  Headwaters  Park  was  a good 
example  of  a public/private  partnership  working.  He  commented  that  the  “private 
sector”  has  raised  approximately  60%  of  total  needed  funds  for  the  Park  and  that 
Redevelopment,  representing  the  City  and  public  sector,  had  raised  the  other  40% 
through  bond  issue,  grant  monies,  direct  funding,  etc.  He  thanked  Mr.  Fletcher 
and  Mr.  Kravig  for  their  efforts  in  acquiring  the  public  sector  monies  and  that  the 
private  sector  appreciated  those  efforts.  Mr.  Paddock  stated  he  or  Mr.  Shoaf 
would  be  glad  to  attend  Commission  meetings  to  provide  updates  and  address 
questions,  should  there  ever  be  a need  to. 

Mr.  Paddock  stated  that  the  HPC  wanted  to  present  today  specifically,  an  update 
of  Phase  III  (Festival  Center)  and  where  the  Park  project  stood  in  that  regard.  He 
turned  the  presentation  over  to  Mr.  Ed  Welling. 

Mr.  Welling  then  discussed  the  general  layout  of  Phase  III  and  its  relation  within 
the  Park.  He  stated  the  festival  entertainment  and  food/beverage  tents  (two) 
would  be  placed  up  on  the  plaza  and  surrounded  by  fencing.  A portion  of  the 
northern  part  of  the  new  (City)  parking  lot  would  be  used  to  serve  the  festivals 
and  vendors  will  be  located  along  the  east  side  of  Barr  Street  but  north  of  what 
was  formerly  Duck  Street. 

Mr.  Welling  stated  other  highlights  of  the  plaza  in  Phase  III  included  decoratively 
scored  paving  surfaces,  grassy  areas,  and  landscaping  along  the  north  side  of  the 
Duck  Street  similar  to  what  was  done  for  the  new  parking  lot. 

Mr.  Eisbart  questioned  use  of  the  parking  lot  and  why  still,  were  the  vendors  on 
the  fringe  of  the  Festival  area  which  is  designed  specifically  for  their  use?  Mr. 
Welling  stated  the  vendors  want  and  need  access  to  a parking  lot  due  to  size  of 
vendor  trailers.  He  also  clarified  that  the  parking  lot  he  is  referring  to  will  be  a 
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“new"  lot  just  north  of  the  newly  constructed  City  employee  lot,  which  is  within 
the  “Park's  boundaries." 

Mr.  Paddock  addressed  the  question  as  well,  stating  that  the  Park  itself  is  often 
considered  to  be  the  22  acres  north  of  the  floodline.  It  was  also  visualized  and 
been  the  understanding  by  HPC--up  until  several  weeks  ago--that  the  Festivals 
activities  would  straddle  both  sides  of  Clinton  Street  with  the  Eerie  Emporium  and 
vendors  still  at  the  south  end  of  the  Park.  However,  Mr.  Paddock  stated  that  very 
recently  the  festivals  decided  they  wanted  to  be  on  the  east  side  of  Clinton  only. 
He  also  showed  the  1989  Master  Plan  that  had  the  festivals  located  on  both  sides 
of  Clinton  with  the  vendors  located  basically  where  they  are  presently  going  to  be 
located.  He  reiterated  that  the  meadow  area  of  Phase  III  was  never  designed  for 
such  heavy  (pedestrian)  use  as  is  associated  with  vendor-type  activities.  Due  to 
the  directive  from  the  Mayor's  office  to  accommodate  the  festivals,  activities 
originally  designed  for  the  site  around  the  Armory  all  had  to  be  incorporated  into 
the  one  side  which  cut  down  on  available  space. 

There  were  no  other  specific  questions  but  Mr.  Kravig  did  ask  Mr.  Paddock  to 
point  out  the  newest  pending  acquisition  which  was  Don  Hall's  property.  He  did, 
noting  it  was  heeded  in  order  to  complete  the  cul-de-sac  on  the  north  end  of  Barr 
Street.  Mr.  Paddock  said  Mr.  Hall  originally  planned  to  donate  the  property  to  the 
HPC  but  i.n  the  process,  discovered  it  was  locked  up  in  a non-charitable  trust 
administered  by  Norwest  Bank.  Unfortunately,  time  is  of  the  essence  as  Phase  III 
is  on  a timeline  with  the  opening  scheduled  to  occur  June  1,  1997  so  that 
GermanFest  can  use  Phase  III  the  week  after.  Every  day  counts  toward  realizing 
that  goal,  especially  since  the  TRAA  building  is  not  down  yet. 

Mr.  Paddock  stated  it  has  been  asked  as  to  why  this  property  was  not  included  in 
the  original  acquisition  list.  Evidently,  it  was  originally  thought  that  the  land 
acquired  from  the  City  and  from  the  Historical  Society  would  be  sufficient  to 
complete  the  project.  But  it  became  evident  it  would  not  and  that  Hall's  property 
was  needed.  Mr.  Paddock  said  it  was  just  within  the  last  month  that  it  was 
determined  it  could  not  be  donated. 

Mr.  Fletcher  recommended  going  forward  with  the  acquisition  process  as  it  would 
be  necessary  to  request  BOW's  approval  for  such  acquisition  which  then  had  to  be 
approved  by  City  Council,  etc.,  so  better  to  get  the  ball  rolling  as  soon  as  possible. 
He  stated  later  in  the  meeting  there  would  be  several  resolutions  concerning  Hall's 
property. 

In  response  to  Mr.  Simler's  question,  Mr.  Fletcher  stated  he  did  not  consider  this 
acquisition  partial  taking  since  the  trust  owned  it,  not  Mr.  Hall  and  that  it  was 
leased  out  to  GE  for  parking. 

With  no  further  questions  concerning  Hall's  property  acquisition,  there  was  some 
discussion  of  plans  for  the  Armory.  Mr.  Paddocks  explained  HPC  has  always 
considered  the  Armory  as  part  of  the  park  but  that  use  was  a big  question.  Also, 
the  building  would  have  to  stand  on  its  own,  it  could  not  rely  on  private  or  public 
"charity”  to  fund  its  existence,  (maintenance,  etc.)  Mr.  Paddock  said  HPC  is 
participating  with  the  feasibility  study  being  done  by  SPEA  and  is  also  trying  to 
contact  private  sector  individuals  as  to  interest  in  developing  some  type  of  reuse. 
He  also  expressed  a concern  that  if  the  City  took  the  Armory,  but  reuse  was  not 
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feasible  and  the  building  was  demolished,  that  action  may  not  sit  well  with  the 
State. 

However,  Mr.  Fletcher  commented  that  he  has  been  in  negotiation  with  the  State 
Armory  Board  for  approximately  a year  and  a half  and  that  the  Board  is  selling  the 
armory  with  the  assumption  that  it  will  be  taken  down.  This  is  why  the  Board  has 
agreed  to  reduce  the  price  by  the  cost  to  abate  the  environmental  problems  and  to 
demolish  the  building.  Mr.  Fletcher  stated  because  of  this  assumption,  the  base 
price  for  acquisition  is  down  to  approximately  $94,000  from  the  appraised  price  of 
$410,000.  He  added  that  the  administration  is  behind  the  acquisition  and  that 
there  will  be  a resolution  brought  before  the  Commissioners  later  in  the  meeting  as 
relates  to  acquisition.  He  also  added  that  the  City  will  want  to  control  the  real 
estate  regardless  as  to  whether  the  building  stays  or  not  due  to  its  valuable 
location. 

Mr.  Paddock  stated  that  HPC  realizes  that  it  needs  to  participate  actively  in 
pursuing  reuse  development  and  can't  just  give  lip  service  to  the  reuse  ideas. 
However,  he  added  that  as  the  1989  Master  Plan  backs  up,  HPC  has  always 
thought  the  Armory  would  be  used  by  the  festivals,  especially  to  accommodate 
TRF's  beer  tent.  Again,  the  HPC  thought  the  festivals  had  agreed  to  this  all  the 
way  along  until  being  informed  within  the  last  month  TRF  did  not  want  to  be  on 
the  west  side  of  Clinton.  - 

In  light  of  Mr.  Paddock's  statements,  Mr.  Eisbart  asked  how  far  does  the  public 
sector,  or  even  the  HPC  (as  representing  private  sector  interest),  go  in 
accommodating  one  group,  albeit  non-profit,  such  as  the  festivals  or  TRF?  He  said 
the  decision  to  acquire  or  not  acquire  revolving  around  a group  that  may  not  even 
use  the  building  would  not  be  prudent.  Mr.  Welling  agreed,  also  stating  that  the 
changes  have  cost  money  in  terms  of  time,  construction  delay,  extra  design  hours, 
etc.  but  that  the  directive  given  by  the  Mayor's  office  was  to  accommodate  the 
needs  of  the  largest  festivals. 

Mr.  Eisbart  asked  if  the  Commission  could  get  some  expansion  on  the  feasibility  of 
building  reuse  for  the  substantial  amount  of  non-festival  days  in  the  year.  Mr. 
Simler  however,  stated  that  reuse  was  not  necessarily  material  since  the  City 
wanted  control  of  the  real  estate  regardless  of  whether  the  building  remains  and 
has  a reuse  function.  Mr.  Eisbart  countered  however,  that  it  was  pertinent  since 
its  reuse  would  affect  the  present  design  of  Phase  III  and  the  accomodation  of  the 
local  festivals. 

Mr.  Boyer  stated  that  the  TRF  told  the  City  it  was  an  outdoor  festival  and  having  it 
indoors  in  the  Armory  was  therefore  not  acceptable.  Mr.  Eisbart  commented  that 
it  would  only  house  the  beer  tent  though,  not  all  activities. 

Mr.  Welling  stated  that  HPC  is  pursuing  a use  of  the  building  on  a more  year  round 
basis,  not  just  a 10-day  window  during  the  festivals.  That  is  the  plan  they  are 
actively  pursuing. 

Mr.  Eisbart  also  touched  on,  as  already  discussed  in  a former  meeting,  that 
armories  in  towns  across  the  nation  must  be  facing  reuse  questions.  He, 
emphasized  that  there  should  be  some  investigation  done  to  see  what  other  cities 
have  done  with  their  old  armories  and  what  adaptive  reuses  have  been  found  to 
work  (or  not  work).  Mr.  Fletcher  stated  that  somb  communication  has  already 
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been  done  to  this  effect  regarding  other  armory  reuse  and  it  is  being  worked  on 
presently. 

Discussion  then  jumped  back  to  Phase  III  design  and  there  were  questions 
concerning  the  reflecting  pond.  Mr.  Welling  stated  the  pool  was  now  a water 
feature  (fountain,  etc.)  which  would  still  serve  to  break  up  the  large  expanse  of 
open  area  that  would  be  in  view  when  no  festival  tents  were  on  the  spot.  Since 
the  size  and  scope  of  the  reflecting  pool  area  had  been  reduced,  the  design  now 
called  for  some  type  of  water  feature. 

There  was  no  further  discussion  nor  questions  asked  concerning  Headwaters  Park. 

Resolution  96-10 

Approving  a contract  with  Strebig  Construction,  Inc. 

Mr.  Fletcher  stated  that  in  the  Commission's  agreement  with  George  Huber  on  the 
Norwest  Indiana  Center  project,  all  the  Calhoun  Street  pylons  would  be  removed 
from  the  streets.  Four  have  already  been  removed  and  this  Resolution  would 
contract  for  the  removal  the  remaining  four  at  a price  of  no  more  than  $3,500. 

Mr.  Eisbart  motioned  for  approval  of  said  Resolution  and  Mr.  McElhoe  did  second. 
The  Resolution  passed  unanimously. 

Resolution  96-11 

Approving  a contract  with  Z.K.  Tazian  Associates,  Inc. 

Mr.  Fletcher  stated  the  Commission  has  been  talking  about  “doing  something”  in 
the  area  of  Harrison  Street  for  the  past  three  years.  This  Resolution  will  contract 
for  engineering  services,  i.e.,  design  development,  construction  docs,  etc.  in 
response  to  an  RFP  sent  out  by  staff  for  sidewalk  improvements  along  Harrison 
from  Main  Street  to  Jefferson  Blvd.  Bids  were  received  from  Tazian  ($6,300), 
Bonar  Group  ($13,500),  and  Gove  Associates  ($12,460). 

With  no  further  discussion,  Mr.  Eisbart  motioned  to  award  the  contract  to  Tazian 
(lowest  bidder)  as  stated  in  said  Resolution.  Mr.  McElhoe  did  second  the  motion 
which  passed  unanimously,  approving  Resolution  96-11. 

Mr.  Fletcher  then  asked  that  the  Commissioners  to  consider  some  Other  Business 
briefly  to  address  a resolution  concerning  Hagerman  Construction  Corp  since  Mr. 
Jim  Iddins,  representing  Hagerman,  had  to  leave  shortly. 


Resolution  96-23 

Approving  Change  Order  Nos.  3,  5,  7,  9,  10A,  11A,  12-14  to  the  Hagerman 
Construction  Corporation  contract 

Mr.  Iddins  explained  each  change  order  as  stated  in  the  Resolution  individually 
with  the  following  additional  explanation: 

#3:  relocation  required  because  that  underground  storm  line  was  not  shown  on 
original  drawings. 
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#5:  emergency  tanks  near  ramps  as  originally  designed  (1972)  would  not  allow  the 
new  electrical  conduit,  etc.  to  be  placed  as  designed. 

Mr.  Eisbart  motioned  for  approval  of  said  Resolution  and  Mr.  McElhoe  did  second. 
The  Resolution  was  approved  unanimously. 


Resolution  96-12 

Ratifying  and  approving  a contract  with  ATEC  Associates,  Inc. 

Resolution  96-13 

Approving  a contract  with  Dreibelbiss  Title  Company,  Inc. 

Resolution  96-14 

Approving  a contract  with  Anderson  Surveying  for  professional  services 
Resolution  96-15 

Approving  an  agreement  for  the  donation  of  real  estate 

The  above  four  resolutions  were  discussed  and  motioned  upon  as  a group  since 
they  all  relate  to  the  same  project,  the  donation  of  approximately  22  acres  of  land 
by  the  University  of  Indianapolis  to  the  City  of  Fort  Wayne. 

Mr.  Fletcher  stated  the  University  of  Indianapolis  has  been  trying  to  give  this  land 
to  the  City  for  several  years.  It  was  part  of  a larger  piece  of  land  owned  by  the 
University,  a portion  of  which  has  been  split  off  already  and  sold  previously.  Mr. 
Fletcher  stated  a title  search,  a Phase  I environmental  assessment,  and  a survey 
would  be  needed  in  order  to  ascertain  there  were  no  special  problems  associated 
with  accepting  this  property  from  the  University.  He  added  that  he  had  spoken 
with  Karl  Bandemer  at  Sturges,  Griffin,  Trent  and  that  Bandemer  was  working  with 
a developer  to  create  a project  for  the  property.  Mr.  Fletcher  emphasized  to  the 
Commissioners  that  he  had  told  the  University  that  the  Commission  would  not 
accept  the  property  unless  there  was  project  in  place  to  develop  it. 

With  no  questions  from  the  floor,  Mr.  Eisbart  motioned  for  approval  of  the  four 
resolutions  and  Mr.  McElhoe  did  second.  Resolutions  96-12,  -13,  -14,  and  -15 
were  approved  unanimously. 


Resolution  96-16 

Approving  a contract  for  professional  environmental  services  with  Triad 
Engineering,  Inc. 


Mr.  Kravig  explained  that  this  particular  property  was  owned  by  Tri  City 
Automotive  Warehouse  and  occupied  by  National  Auto  Radio  for  several  years. 
Two  tanks  are  buried  on  the  property  and  their  removal  has  already  been  bid  into 
the  original  Martin  demolition  contract.  However,  if  upon  excavation  and  removal 
the  tanks,  any  contamination  is  discovered,  IDEM  will  require  a "closure 
assessment”  before  any  further  removal  can  occur. 

Mr.  Kravig  stated  that  hopefully  this  contract  will  not  need  to  be  activated,  that 
the  excavation/removal  process  will  not  uncover  any  contamination,  therefore 
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precluding  the  necessity  of  spending  these  contract  dollars.  He  added  that  if 
contamination  is  found,  remediation  would  consist  of  trucking  the  contaminated 
dirt  out  to  a landfill.  The  soil  would  not  be  remediated  like  the  Hubcap  Express 
site  was. 

Mr.  Eisbart  asked  why  the  tanks  could  not  just  be  filled  with  sand  or  something 
and  left  in  place?  Mr.  Fletcher  stated  that  State  tank  regulations  required  removal 
of  all  tanks. 

Mr.  Eisbart  motioned  for  approval  of  Resolution  96-1 6 and  Mr.  McElhoe  did 
second.  The  resolution  was  approved  unanimously. 

Resolution  96-17 

Approving  an  intergovernmental  agreement  with  the  Headwaters  Park  Commission 
This  Resolution  was  withdrawn  for  consideration  by  Mr.  Fletcher. 


Resolution  96-18 

Ratifying  and  approving  a contract  with  Ronald  E.  Gettel 
Resolution  96-19 

Recommending  to  the  Fort  Wayne  Board  of  Public  Works  the  acquisition  of  the 
former  Indiana  National  Guard  Armory  for  Headwaters  Park 

Mr.  Fletcher  explained  that  since  the  acquisition  of  the  Armory  would  be  an 
intergovernmental  transfer,  and  since  the  State  Armory  Board  had  already  hired 
three  local  MAI  appraisers  to  appraise  the  real  property,  Commission  Counsel  felt 
two  MORE  fullblown  appraisals  would  not  be  necessary.  Mr.  Fletcher  stated  that 
Mr.  Boyer  said  a “review”  appraisal  by  an  MAI  would  be  sufficient  in  this  particular 
situation  to  satisfy  state  statute  requirements  of  two  independent  appraisals  done 
for  any  property  acquisition.  Mr.  Fletcher  said  he  had  spoken  with  Mr.  Gettel  who 
offered  to  do  the  review  for  $1,250. 

Mr.  Fletcher  also  stated  he  had  indicated  earlier  in  the  meeting  he  would  expound 
on  the  issue  of  recommending  the  acquisition  of  the  Armory.  The  appraised  value 
was  $410,000.  He  stated  the  County  would  be  getting  approximately  17,221 
sq.ft,  of  the  property  with  the  City  getting  the  remainder.  Bottomline  figures  (due 
to  the  estimates  for  environmental  remediation)  were  that  the  base  cost  to  the  City 
to  acquire  the  Armory  would  be  about  $29,000  and  the  cost  to  the  County  would 
be  approximately  $65,000.  The  type  of  environmental  abatement  chosen 
(process,  etc.)  would  then  determine  the  additional  costs. 

Mr.  Simler  asked  if  there  would  be  any  buffering  between  the  jail  and  the  Armory 
since  it  appeared  the  County's  jail  expansion  would  come  right  up  to  the  building 
practically.  Mr.  Fletcher  stated  there  would  be  approximately  ten  feet  or  so  of 
buffering  space. 

After  further  discussion  concerning  types  of  abatement  possible,  etc.,  Mr.  Eisbart 
then  motioned  for  approval  of  Resolutions  96-18  and  96-19.  Mr.  McElhoe  did 
second  and  the  motion  passed  unanimously. 
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Resolution  96-20 

Approving  a contract  with  Ronald  E.  Gettel  and  Misner  & Associates,  Inc.  as 
appraisers 

Resolution  96-21 

Recommending  to  the  Fort  Wayne  Board  of  Public  Works  the  acquisition  of  real 
estate  for  Headwaters  Park 

These  resolutions  related  to  the  additional  purchase  of  a piece  of  property  owned 
by  the  Don  D.  Hall  trust  fund  for  Headwaters  Park. 

This  acquisition  had  been  discussed  earlier  in  the  Headwaters  Park  update 
therefore,  no  further  discussion  ensued.  Upon  a motion  by  Mr.  Eisbart  and  second 
by  Mr.  McElhoe,  Resolutions  96-20  and  96-21  were  approved  unanimously. 


Resolution  96-22 

Allowing  the  designation  of  property  as  an  Economic  Revitalization  Area  for 
SITRUC,  a Nevada  Limited  Partnership,  in  the  Centennial  Industrial  Park  Urban 
Renewal  Area 

Mr.  Lindsay  explained  this  abatement  request  concered  real  estate  that  was 
located  in  Centennial  Industrial  Park  Urban  Renewal  Area,  thus  requiring 
Commission  approval  to  grant  such  abatement.  He  said  SITRUC  would  be  building 
an  approximately  30,000  sq.ft,  building  with  a project  cost  estimated  at 
$900,000.  The  company  plans  to  build  a warehouse  used  to  distribute  toys  and 
board  games.  He  added  the  company  states  it  will  add  approximately  25  jobs  in 
wholesale  and  clerical  positions  at  this  location  and  that  Commission  staff  does 
recommend  approving  this  resolution. 

Mr.  Lindsay  also  stated  that  the  building  will  be  located  very  close  to  the  new 
street  improvements  recently  completed  by  the  Commission.  He  added  as  an 
aside  that  three  other  lots  in  the  area  are  also  being  developed  since  the  new 
street  went  in.  It  appeared  to  be  a solid  example  of  infrastructure  improvement 
encouraging  economic  growth  where  there  had  been  none,  or  very  little,  before. 

Mr.  Eisbart  motioned  for  approval  of  Resolution  96-22  and  Mr.  McElhoe  did 
second.  The  motion  passed  unanimously. 

There  was  no  further  business  to  discuss  so  the  meeting  was  adjourned  at 
approximately  6:00pm. 


ADOPTED:  May  20.  1996 
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FORT  WAYNE  REDEVELOPMENT  COMMISSION 


REGULAR  MEETING  MINUTES 
APRIL  15,  1996 


TIME:  4:30  p.m. 

PLACE:  City-County  Bldg.  - Rm.  128 

MEMBERS  PRESENT:  John  B.  Powell  - President 

R.  Steven  Hill  - V.  President 
Benjamin  A.  Eisbart  - Member 
Steven  E.  McElhoe  - Member 


MEMBERS  ABSENT:  George  F.  Simler,  III  - Secretary 

STAFF  PRESENT:  Ronald  R.  Fletcher  - Executive  Director 

James  C.  Lindsay  - Redevelopment  Specialist 
Karyn  Heiney  - Administrative  Assistant 


COUNSEL  PRESENT:  R.  David  Boyer 


OTHERS  PRESENT:  Dave  Arnold  - Miller  Valentine  Partners 

Vic  Martin  - Martin  Riley  Mock 

Jack  Daniel  - Martin  Riley  Mock 

Don  Steininger  - Steininger  Development  Corp. 

CALL  TO  ORDER 


Mr.  Powell  called  to  order  this  regular  meeting  of  the  Fort  Wayne  Redevelopment 
Commission. 


ROLL  CALL 

It  was  noted  for  the  record  that  all  Commissioners  were  present  at  this  meeting 
except  Mr.  George  Simler. 

APPROVAL  OF  CLAIMS 

Upon  a motion  by  Mr.  Eisbart  and  second  by  Mr.  Hill,  the  January  and  February 
1996  Claims  were  unanimously  approved. 

OLD  BUSINESS 

None 

NEW  BUSINESS 
Resolution  96-24 

Allowing  the  designation  of  property  as  an  Economic  Revitalization  Area  for  Miller 
Valentine  Partners  of  Indiana  in  the  Centennial  Industrial  Park  Urban  Renewal  Area 

Mr.  Dave  Arnold,  representing  the  Miller  Valentine  Partners  spoke  briefly  to  the 
Commissioners  on  the  project  his  company  would  like  to  start  in  Centennial 
Industrial  Park.  He  stated  that  Miller  Valentine  is  looking  to  construct  a 109,000 
sq.ft,  multi-tenant  speculative  industrial  building.  The  building  would  be  leased  to 
light  manufacturing  or  distribution  companies.  Mr.  Arnold  commented  that  the 
location  of  the  project  within  Centennial  Park  is  3424  Centennial  Drive  which  was 
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constructed  by  the  Commission  and  Centennial  Development  Corp.  in  the  summer 
of  1995,  just  south  of  Independence  Drive. 

Mr.  Hill  asked  if  Miller  Valentine  had  lined  up  any  tenants  yet  or  if  construction 
was  still  purely  speculative.  Mr.  Arnold  responded  that  the  company  had  made 
proposals  to  several  prospects  already,  but  as  yet  has  not  received  any  firm 
commitments. 

Mr.  Eisbart  moved  passage  of  Resolution  96-24  and  Mr.  Hill  did  second  the 
motion.  The  Resolution  was  approved  unanimously. 


Baker  Street  Train  Station  Project  (including  Resolution  96-26) 

Resolution  96-26 

Approving  an  agreement  for  the  sale  and  development  of  real  estate  located  at 
231  West  Baker  Street 

Mr.  Fletcher  introduced  Mr.  Vic  Martin  and  Mr.  Don  Steininger  to  discuss  their 
development  plan  and  purchase  offer  for  the  Baker  Street  Train  Station.  He 
thought  the  plan  sounded  like  a good  one  and  stated  the  two  men  would  go  over 
the  development  and  answer  any  questions  that  the  Commissioners  might  have. 

Mr.  Martin,  a principal  in  architectural  firm  of  Martin  Riley  Mock,  stated  they  have 
spent  much  time  doing  code  research  work  on  the  Train  Station  (26  pages  worth) 
since  the  future  use  and  character  of  the  building  will  be  very  similar  to  the  original 
through  the  use  of  office  space,  concourse  area,  etc.  The  group  has  already 
gotten  early  approval  on  the  design  concept  through  the  appropriate  local  and 
state  entities.  He  also  said  financing  is  already  in  place  for  the  development 
project  as  well. 

In  referencing  some  drawings  he  had  brought,  Mr.  Martin  outlined  the  areas  within 
the  Station  and  their  future  use.  He  indicated  some  of  the  Station  area  on  the 
west  would  remain  open,  possibly  rented  to  another  business,  etc.  The  east  half 
of  the  building  would  be  occupied  by  his  firm  as  its  new  office  location,  utilizing 
both  the  main  and  second  floor  for  general  office  use.  His  company  also  has  need 
of  a garage  since  his  company  does  a lot  of  roof  work.  The  existing  garage  area 
with  the  double  doors  (west  side  of  building)  will  be  quite  useful  in  the  new 
development  design. 

Mr.  Martin  stated  he  would  like  to  get  started  with  redevelopment  of  the  Station 
immediately  since  his  present  office  is  already  overcrowded.  He  said  his 
contractors  are  ready  to  go  as  soon  as  the  Station  passes  into  the  company's 
hands,  hopefully  assuming  the  Commission  will  approve  these  development  plans 
and  agree  to  sell  the  station. 

Mr.  Martin  then  asked  Mr.  Steininger  to  talk  about  use  of  the  space  that  will  not 
be  occupied  as  Martin  Riley  Mock. 

Mr.  Steininger  spoke  about  the  large  size  of  the  building,  a fact  he  was  not  aware 
of  until  he  became  involved  with  the  development  plan.  He  thought  Mr.  Martin's 
development  plan  would  work  very  well  since  his  architectural  firm  would  be 
occupying  a major  portion  of  the  building.  This  solved  a persistent  problem  for  any 
development  plan  which  was  securing  good,  stable  tenants  to  support  the  project. 
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However,  Mr.  Steininger  also  stated  that  the  other  big  issue  to  address  in  making 
development  of  the  Train  Station  viable,  was  the  lobby  which  was  were 
passengers  would  wait  for  their  trains.  The  lobby  encompasses  approximately 
8,000  sq.ft,  which  must  have  some  redeeming  use  within  the  new  plan.  Mr. 
Steininger  said  this  could  be  the  Station's  greatest  asset--or  worst-depending  on 
how  it  can  be  used  and  who  would  use  it. 

However,  Mr.  Steininger  said  this  situation  of  the  lobby  use  could  be  more 
manageable  if:  1)  a corporation,  consisting  of  Martin  Riley  Mock  principals  and 
Mr.  Steininger,  took  title  to  the  entire  property,  and  2)  another  not-for-profit 
corporation  was  then  formed  which  acquired  an  easement  right  over  this  lobby 
core.  Mr.  Steininger  added  that  this  type  of  easement  (inside  a building)  is  not  a 
common  occurrence  but  that  it  could  be  done.  He  emphasized  that  the  not-for- 
profit  would  then  forever  have  a permanent  easement  right  to  utilize  the  lobby  for 
whatever  it  determines. 

Mr.  Steininger  went  on  to  say  that  the  not-for-profit  entity  would  alleviate  any 
concerns  that  MRM  would  benefit  from  the  community  use  of  the  building  (lobby 
area).  The  not-for-profit  corp  would  be  in  the  business  strictly  of  leasing  out  the 
lobby  for  receptions,  meetings,  parties,  etc.,  with  all  lease  income  going  directly 
back  into  the  building  by  way  of  funding  the  continued  renovation  costs.  Mr. 
Steininger  explained  that  MRM  thinks  it  can  go  in  and  get  the  building  in  a decent, 
useable  condition,  add  heating  and  air  conditioning,  re-lighting,  cleanup,  etc.  for  a 
reasonable  amount  of  money.  However,  he  said  complete  renovation  of  the 
building  could  easily  run  over  $1  million  dollars.  Neither  he  nor  MRM  has  that  kind 
of  money  available  immediately,  moreover,  no  one  would  invest  that  kind  of 
money  up  front  for  a party/reception  facility  and  then  try  to  figure  out  how  to 
make  it  generate  income. 

Mr.  Steininger  said  the  concept  of  the  not-for-profit  corporation  as  a separate 
entity  created  only  to  lease  the  lobby  area  is  rather  unique  and  he  wanted  to  be 
sure  all  the  Commissioners  understood  how  it  would  work.  He  stated  that  to  go  in 
and  renovate  the  building  top  to  bottom  from  day  one  would  be  not  be  feasible 
economically,  it  just  couldn't  be  done. 

However,  using  a staged  plan,  renovation  of  the  historic  building  could 
economically  be  accomplished.  The  first  stage  would  be  renovate  the  area  MRM 
will  use  for  its  offices.  The  second  stage  would  call  for  renovation  over  the  next 
three  years  of  the  Station's  west  side  for  additional  MRM  office  space  or  for 
leasing  to  the  general  public.  The  final  stage  would  be  the  lobby  core  itself,  and 
Mr.  Steininger  plans  to  talk  with  a caterer  as  a potential  user  of  the  lobby  core. 

Mr.  McElhoe  asked  if  the  building  had  a basement  and  if  so,  what  condition  it  was 
in.  Mr.  Steininger  responded  it  does  have  a basement  but  it  is  in  very  poor  shape 
at  this  point. 

Mr.  Eisbart  motioned  for  approval  of  Resolution  96-26,  approving  the  development 
plan  and  agreeing  to  sell  the  Station  to  Mr.  Martin  and  Mr.  Steininger.  Mr. 

McElhoe  did  second  the  motion.  Mr.  Powell  stated  for  the  record  that  he  would 
abstain  from  voting  on  this  resolution  due  to  the  legal  relationship  his  law  firm  has 
with  Martin  Riley  Mock  as  a client.  The  Resolution  was  approved  by  a vote  of 
three  in  favor  and  one  abstention. 
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Resolution  96-25 

Declaratory  Resolution:  Amendment  IX  Civic  Center  Urban  Renewal  Area 

Mr.  Fletcher  stated  this  amendment  involves  the  (old)  Standard  Federal  block 
which  was  discussed  by  the  Commission  approximately  three  months  ago.  The 
plan  was  to  be  amended  at  that  time  but  additional  work  had  to  be  done  and  the 
resolution  was  not  introduced.  Mr.  Fletcher  asked  Mr.  Lindsay  to  go  over  the 
essence  of  Amendment  IX  (“Amendment”)  to  the  Civic  Center  Urban  Renewal  Area 
("CCURA"). 

Mr.  Lindsay  briefed  the  Commission  on  the  statutory  aspects,  (land  acquisition, 
amendment  process,  legal  notice  requirements,  etc.)  of  the  proposed  Amendment. 
He  also  outlined  the  boundaries  of  the  area  to  be  added  to  the  CCURA  as  basically 
the  Court  Street  block  (Main  to  Clinton  to  Berry  to  Court  Streets).  But  in  order  to 
avoid  creating  an  “island"  within  the  renewal  area,  Mr.  Lindsay  said  that  the 
eastern  boundary  line  was  extended  beyond  Clinton  Street  to  the  existing  renewal 
area  boundary  line  so  as  to  include  the  Journal  Gazette  Building,  the  Anthony 
Wayne  Building,  and  the  Elektron  Building.  This  inclusion  would  also  allow  the 
Commission  to  consider  doing  projects  such  as  sidewalk  or  curb  improvements,  on 
a shared  participation  basis  with  the  owners  of  those  buildings. 

Mr.  Lindsay  said  there  are  eleven  parcels  proposed  to  be  acquired  through  the 
Amendment.  All  parcels  are  either  owned  or  controlled  by  the  Court  Street 
Corporation,  which  would  be  notified  at  the  appropriate  time  of  the  intent  to 
acquire  these  parcels. 

Mr.  Lindsay  stated  that  the  project  which  prompts  the  ninth  amendment  to  the 
CCURA  is  construction  of  a pedestrian-friendly  area  or  “courthouse  green”  within 
the  Court  Street  block.  The  project  would  complement  the  project  associated  with 
Amendment  VIII,  the  Court  Street  Pedestrian  Plaza,  by  buffering  that  Plaza  with 
additional  park  development.  Mr.  Lindsay  also  said  the  project  would  open  up 
sightlines  of  the  Courthouse,  which  is  one  of  the  most  beautifully  built  and 
architecturally  significant  courthouses  in  the  state.  He  said  Ft.  Wayne's 
courthouse  is  the  only  one  known  in  the  State  not  to  have  a “courthouse  green”  to 
provide  a grand  entrance  to  the  community's  most  important  building.  Mr.  Lindsay 
added  that  the  Courthouse  is  undergoing  major  renovations  inside  to  the  tune  of 
$8  million  dollars  and  a courthouse  green  would  greatly  complement  that  project 
by  enhancing  the  Courthouse's  surrounding  exterior  image. 

Furthermore,  Mr.  Lindsay  stated  that  surrounding  commercial  buildings  would 
benefit  from  the  aesthetics  that  the  green  space  would  provide.  It  would 
particularly  aid  in  re-marketing  the  now  mostly  vacant  Lincoln  Tower,  one  of  the 
City's  most  recognizable  landmarks.  He  said  the  project  would  promote  and 
provide  pedestrian  linkages  to  the  downtown  business  core  as  well  as  the 
Courthouse  and  City-County  Buildings. 

Mr.  Lindsay  also  added  that  as  early  as  1909,  the  idea  of  a courthouse  green  was 
envisioned.  An  architect  from  Rochester,  NY,  who  had  done  extensive  work  in 
urban  planning  in  Boston,  was  hired  by  the  Civic  Improvement  Association  of  the 
City  of  Ft.  Wayne  to  offer  recommendations  for  downtown.  The  architect  stated 
in  his  report  that  the  City  should  open  up  the  view  to  the  Courthouse  to  passing 
pedestrians  and  motorists  through  some  type  of  green  area.  Mr.  Lindsay  stated 
this  would  then  point  to  a historic  directive  as  to  the  consensus  of  constructing  a 
courthouse  green  area.  Mr.  Lindsay  added  that  the  Trkla,  Pettigrew  study  in  1986 
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also  stated  the  need  for  opening  up  sightlines  to  the  Courthouse  for  passing 
viewers  through  some  type  of  open  area. 

Mr.  Lindsay  went  over  the  project's  benefits  to  the  area  in  terms  of  addressing 
blight,  cessation  of  growth,  lack  of  development,  etc.  He  stated  the  block  is 
obviously  blighted  and  economically  obsolete  in  terms  of  examining  the  buildings 
and  space  use  within  the  block  and  he  referred  the  Commissioners  to  Exhibit  B 
(Data  to  Substantiate  Blight)  where  each  building's  condition  and  underuse  is 
described. 

He  stated  the  block  is  a detriment  to  the  surrounding  investments  made  by  the  city 
and  county  governments  as  well  as  the  private  sector  in  Home  Loan  Bank, 

Electron  Building,  Renaissance  Square,  Anthony  Wayne  Building,  Journal  Gazette 
Building,  and  the  (new)  Standard  Federal  Plaza. 

Mr.  Eisbart  asked  for  clarification  at  this  point,  that  if  this  resolution  should  pass 
today  does  it  then  go  to  City  Council?  Mr.  Lindsay  stated  it  would  not  because 
the  amendment  was  adding  land  area  which  was  less  than  20%  of  the  existing 
CCURA. 

Mr.  Eisbart  also  asked  if  the  Commission  would  be  required  to  notify  adjacent 
property  owners  by  legal  notice?  Mr.  Lindsay  said  ONLY  if  the  properties  were  to 
be  acquired.  If  no  acquisition  were  to  take  place,  such  as  in  the  case  of  the 
Journal  Gazette,  Elektron,  and  Anthony  Wayne  buildings,  then  notification  of 
owners  would  not  be  required. 

Mr.  Eisbart  asked  if  the  TIF  district  that  would  then  be  in  place  affect  those 
owners?  It  seemed  to  him  that  it  would  and  therefore  the  project  would  be 
partially  funded  then  by  these  owners  through  the  TIF  process.  Mr.  Lindsay  stated 
that  might  occur  but  only  if  the  assessed  values  of  those  buildings  were  to 
increase  for  some  reason,  i.e.,  improvements  were  made  to  the  buildings  or 
garages,  etc.  If  improvements  were  made,  any  increase  over  the  base  assessed 
value,  which  is  set  based  on  the  date  of  Amendment  IX  approval,  would  be  eligible 
for  TIF  collection. 

Mr.  Eisbart  then  asked  for  clarification  on  the  method  of  project  funding.  Mr. 
Fletcher  stated  that  actually  the  excess  TIF  revenue  already  being  generated  by 
the  CCURA  would  be  funding  this  project.  Mr.  Eisbart  questioned  why  then  was 
there  a need  to  include  these  three  buildings  (Journal,  Gazette,  Anthony  Wayne, 
and  Electron)  in  the  renewal  area.  Mr.  Fletcher  stated  that  it  would  have  created 
an  “island”  within  the  CCURA,  not  to  include  that  area  and  it  has  no  negative 
effects  on  the  owners  to  include  those  buildings. 

However,  it  was  then  determined  that  Mr.  Eisbart's  concern  lay  not  with  the  TIF 
capture  but  the  problem  of  permanently  locking  the  owners  of  those  buildings  into 
the  TIF  district  and  therefore  being  unable  to  receive  the  property  tax  replacement 
credit  (in  the  TIF  districts,  the  State  will  pay  the  property  tax  replacement  credit 
but  on  the  base  assessed  value  ONLY).  But  Mr.  Lindsay  and  Mr.  Fletcher  stated 
that  the  entire  property  tax  replacement  credit  actually  has  been  received  by 
owners  because  what  is  not  paid  by  the  State  was  paid  by  the  Redevelopment 
Commission  itself. 

Mr.  Fletcher  then  introduced  Mr.  Tom  Cain,  Sr.  Urban  Designer  with  the  City,  to 
discuss  his  idea  of  a design  plan  for  the  green  space  in  the  block. 
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Mr.  Cain  commented  there  have  been  several  downtown  design  plans,  the  most 
recent  being  the  1986  Trkla,  Pettigrew,  Allen  & Payne  study.  The  Trkla/Pettigrew 
study  recommended  downtown  network  of  pedestrian  walkways,  utilizing  Calhoun 
Street  as  the  major  connector  between  the  Lincoln  Life  complex  to  the  storefront 
area  (Wayne/Berry  Streets)  all  the  way  out  to  Headwaters  Park. 

Mr.  Cain  said  Freimann  Square  has  become  a destination  point  for  people  in  the 
downtown  area  and  the  Square  presently  has  no  good  connecting  linkage  with  the 
more  active  storefront  area  of  Wayne  and  Berry  Streets.  Trkla's  plan  called  for 
using  Berry  Street  to  connect  with  Court  Street  which  then  would  connect  with 
Freimann  Square  and  provide  that  linkage.  Mr.  Cain  stated  though  that  design 
concept  was  somewhat  awkward,  it  would  do  a reasonable  job. 

Mr.  Cain  presented  a design  that  expounded  on  the  Court  Street  linkage  concept 
by  using  the  entire  Court  Street  block  instead  of  just  the  street.  He  stated  that  the 
Courthouse  may  well  be  one  of  the  most  magnificent  of  its  kind  in  the  nation,  not 
just  Indiana.  It  deserved  more  than  a parking  lot  and  alley  as  an  introduction  to  its 
main  entrance  which,  for  security  reasons,  is  now  located  directly  off  Court  Street. 
Mr.  Cain  felt  a well-designed  courthouse  green,  using  the  entire  Court  Street 
block,  would  indeed  do  justice  to  the  grandeur  of  the  Courthouse. 

Mr.  Cain  also  felt  that  history  does  indeed  prove  that  green  spaces  increase  the 
marketability  of  buildings  surrounding  it  due  to  the  enhanced  “setting"  for  the 
buildings. 

Through  his  design  drawing,  Mr.  Cain  demonstrated  how  the  pedestrian  walkways 
and  connections  would  flow  through  the  new  green  space  to  Freimann 
Square/Headwaters  Park  and  southerly  toward  the  Calhoun/Wayne/Berry  activity 
area.  He  felt  this  enhanced  pedestrian  linkage  would  encourage  expansion  on 
south  down  Calhoun  Street  to,  ultimately,  to  the  Lincoln  Life  complex  area. 

The  green  space  would  be  a formal  or  classical  garden  type  of  design  in  order  to 
match  the  downtown  urban  setting  and  the  architecture  of  the  Courthouse.  Mr. 
Cain  said  there  would  be  some  central  focus,  perhaps  a water  feature,  in  the 
middle  with  benches  placed  strategically  for  green  space  users.  There  would  be 
some  trees  planted  on  the  periphery  of  the  space  but  so  views  are  not  blocked. 

Mr.  Cain  also  commented  that  the  construction  of  Headwaters  Park  would  very 
likely  include  enhancement  of  Barr  Street  which  would  link  to  Freimann  Square.  If 
that  occurs,  this  new  green  space  would  become  a major  link  in  downtown 
tourism  traffic  as  people  visiting  downtown  Ft.  Wayne  could  easily  move  from 
Headwaters  Park  to  Freimann  Square  to  the  Art  Museum/Performing  Arts  building, 
Summit  Plaza,  and  the  Courthouse,  then  on  to  Lincoln  Museum,  the  Historical 
Museum,  various  restaurant  sites,  Grande  Wayne,  Botanical  Gardens,  etc.  He 
stated  it  would  be  a very  central  and  strategic  link. 

There  were  no  questions  for  Mr.  Cain. 

Mr.  Fletcher  then  addressed  the  fact  that  the  old  Standard  Federal  building  has  not 
been  occupied  since  1986  when  Standard  Federal  Bank  moved  out.  He  has  been 
working  with  the  owners  to  try  and  re-market  that  building  as  office  space  but 
with  no  success.  Now  that  Lincoln  Tower  stands  at  close  to  70%  vacant,  the 
likelihood  of  leasing  the  old  Standard  Fed  building  is  even  more  remote. 
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Mr.  Fletcher  then  invited  Mr.  Steininger  to  address  the  Commissioners  on  this 
particular  project. 

Mr.  Steininger  stated  that  Court  Street  Corporation  was  formed  3 % years  ago 
when  it  bought  the  old  Standard  Federal  building.  He  identified  himself  as  being  a 
minority  shareholder  of  the  Corporation  and  that  the  original  intent  for  the  block 
was  to  develop  a major  office  complex  on  the  site.  However,  after  much  money 
and  many  manhours  developing  concepts,  testing  the  lease  market,  etc.,  the 
downtown  office  market  went  “soft”.  Mr.  Steininger  stated  on  top  of  that,  Lincoln 
Tower  filed  for  bankruptcy  and  its  vacancies  added  to  an  already  soft  market. 

Mr.  Steininger  said  more  and  more  people  began  talking  of  a plaza  on  the  site  and 
that  the  Courthouse  restoration  project  generated  even  more  interest  in  the  idea. 
Mr.  Steininger  admitted  he  was  not  crazy  about  the  plaza  idea  originally  due  to  the 
amount  of  money  sunk  into  the  office  complex  development  plans. 

But  Mr.  Steininger  said  the  more  it  was  discussed,  the  more  the  plaza  made  sense. 
However,  he  wanted  to  assure  the  Commissioners  that  the  owners  were  not  trying 
to  profit  from  the  project.  He  said  they  would  simply  like  to  recover  their  money 
that  was  invested  in  purchasing  the  ground.  The  group  felt  that  the  appraisal  they 
have  gives  a present  value  for  the  site  which  is  more  than  what  they  invested  in 
land  acquisition.  But,  the  group  is  willing  to  sell  their  parcels  for  cost  anyway. 

Mr.  Steininger  wanted  to  assure  the  Commissioners  that  the  group  has  no  hidden 
agendas. 

Mr.  Steininger  also  said  that  should  the  project  not  go  forward,  the  Court  Street 
Corp.  most  likely  will  tear  the  buildings  down  and  make  the  site  a parking  lot  until 
the  downtown  market  comes  back  and  it  can  consider  another  development. 

Mr.  Eisbart  had  several  comments  he  wished  to  express  concerning  the  project. 

He  said  the  project's  complement  of  the  Courthouse  and  its  interior  renovations 
was  without  question,  a “no  brainer”.  However,  he  did  not  feel  that  the  plaza 
would  enhance  the  marketability  of  Lincoln  Tower,  because  the  Tower's  floor  plan 
and  footprint  are  what  affects  it  marketability.  The  plaza  would  have  no  direct 
affect  in  that  respect,  but  the  market  would.  He  did  not  want  to  impact  the 
marketplace  by  manipulating  the  market  through  the  purchase  of  these  buildings. 

Mr.  Eisbart  said  his  real  question  regarding  this  project  was:  is  the  project  the 
most  prudent  use  of  taxpayers  money?  He  agreed  that  the  buildings  were  vacant 
but  he  said  that  occurred  because  Court  Street  Corp.  bought  them  all  and  then 
vacated  them,  not  vice  versa.  He  said  that  if  the  buildings  are  empty,  tear  them 
down  and  make  the  site  into  whatever  is  wanted.  He  felt  it  was  stretching  the 
redevelopment  statutes  to  consider  this  an  area  to  invest  $1.0  to  $2.5  million 
dollars  of  redevelopment  money.  Moreover,  he  was  still  concerned  about  the 
effect  of  TIF  on  the  property  owners  of  the  Journal  Gazette,  Anthony  Wayne,  and 
Electron  Buildings,  even  though  he  has  been  assured  the  project  will  not  affect 
them  negatively.  He  said  that  If  this  project  was  going  the  benefit  the  public  in 
general  it  should  be  funded  by  everyone  not  just  the  property  owners  in  the  TIF 
area.  His  bottom  line  opinion-the  Commission  should  not  spend  the  kind  of 
money  that  is  proposed  for  this  type  of  project.  If  the  project  is  that  valid,  it 
should  be  pursued  by  the  private  sector. 

Moreover,  Mr.  Eisbart  said  that  this  block  was  the  last  prime  real  estate  in 
downtown  for  new  development.  It  was  not  the  highest  and  best  use  to  turn  it 
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into  a space  that  would  not  generate  any  kind  of  tax  revenue  for  the  community. 
Instead,  it  would  be  better  utilized  by  building  another  Standard  Federal  Plaza  with 
inside  parking.  The  return  on  the  public's  tax  dollar  invested  would  be  much 
better  served. 

At  this  point,  Mr.  Powell  asked  for  clarification  as  to  what  ramifications  the 
declaratory  resolution  would  have  if  approved  or  defeated  which  prompted  Mr. 
Fletcher  to  state  it  offers  the  opportunity  to  enhance  a major  downtown  showcase 
(Courthouse)  and  revitalize  an  area  which  was  obviously  blighted. 

Before  addressing  Mr.  Powell's  question,  Mr.  Fletcher  expressed  further  that 
regardless  of  the  economics  causing  the  blight  in  the  area,  it  still  remains  blighted. 
He  said  the  block  is  only  generating  approximately  $50,000/yr.  in  taxes  presently 
(with  land  included).  He  also  believed  that  the  surrounding  real  estate  could  only 
benefit  from  the  aesthetic  impact  of  a green  area,  especially  a very  nicely  designed 
one,  which  would  then  influence  the  marketability  and  assessed  value  of 
surrounding  development.  He  pointed  out  that  the  owners  of  the  Standard  Federal 
Plaza  located  at  the  present  site  because  they  wanted  to  be  across  from  Freimann 
Square,  a beautiful  green  space. 

In  returning  to  Mr.  Powell's  question,  Mr.  Fletcher  stated  if  the  declaratory 
resolution  was  approved,  it  would  then  allow  the  Commission  to  hold  a public 
hearing  on  the  proposed  Amendment  and  hear  opinions  for  and  against  it.  The 
Commission  would  then  weigh  the  results  of  the  hearing  and  make  a decision  to 
approve,  to  modify,  or  defeat  a confirmatory  resolution.  If  approved,  the 
confirmatory  resolution  would  then  formally  amend  the  CCURA.  Mr.  Fletcher 
reassured  Mr.  Powell  that  approval  of  a declaratory  resolution  does  not  bind  the 
Commission  to  approve  the  subsequent  confirmatory,  it  just  allows  the  process  to 
go  forward.  Moreover,  it  does  not  bind  the  Commission  to  issue  a bond  to  fund  a 
project,  as  those  types  of  decisions  are  made  after  a confirmatory  resolution  has 
been  approved. 

Mr.  Powell  commented  that  he  just  did  not  want  to  shut  the  door  on  the  proposal 
by  not  passing  the  declaratory  but  that  he  also  wanted  the  ability  to  analyze 
further  the  pros  and  cons  of  the  Amendment  and  ensuing  project  before  agreeing 
to  it.  He  said  it  was  a good  project  but  only  for  the  right  price. 

Mr.  Hill  commented  that  he  did  not  have  the  same  reservation  as  Mr.  Eisbart  to 
committing  the  site  to  green  space.  He  had  no  problem  with  acquisition  of 
deteriorated  buildings.  He  did  believe  that  the  green  space  development  would 
indeed  have  market  impact  on  the  Lincoln  Tower  and  surrounding  buildings.  He 
was  in  favor  of  the  project  and  thus  the  Amendment.  Much  of  what  the 
Commission  does  is  speculative  anyway  and  this  project  was  no  different. 

Mr.  Hill  did  agree  with  Mr.  Eisbart  that  Lincoln  Tower  will  eventually  go  for  the 
right  price.  But  he  was  still  concerned  because  he  did  not  want  the  Tower  to 
eventually  be  handed  to  the  Commission  “for  the  right  price”.  He  pointed  out  the 
Baker  Street  Train  Station  was  such  an  example  and  that  the  Commission  had  to 
put  money  into  the  Station  for  years  without  any  reliable  development  plan  in 
sight. 

Mr.  Eisbart  remarked,  however,  that  the  Train  Station's  time  did  come  as 
evidenced  earlier  in  the  meeting  with  the  very  viable  plans  for  development  from 
Martin  Riley  Mock.  He  said  the  Station  would  now  generate  tax  revenue  once 
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again.  But  a public  plaza  or  green  space  or  park  would  never  generate  tax  revenue 
and  that  was  his  opposition,  especially  considering  the  cost  of  this  project. 

Mr.  McElhoe  noted  for  the  record  that  he  thought  the  area  was  blighted  and  a 
detriment  to  the  downtown  area  but  was  in  agreement  with  Mr.  Powell  that  the 
project  needed  further  review  and  analysis.  He  felt  the  Commission  should 
proceed,  but  with  caution. 

With  no  further  discussion,  Mr.  Hill  moved  for  passage  of  Resolution  96-25  and 
Mr.  McElhoe  did  second.  By  a vote  of  3/1,  the  Resolution  was  approved. 


Midtowne  Crossing  Facade  Progress 

Mr.  Fletcher  explained  that  the  Midtowne  Crossing  Owners  Association  did  enter 
into  contract  to  replace  the  facade.  He  stated  that  the  bid  came  in  at 
approximately  $961,000  and  work  will  probably  start  sometime  in  May. 

Mr.  Eisbart  asked  what  was  happening  with  the  retail  space  at  Midtowne.  He  had 
noticed  there  were  several  vacancies  now  and  that  Salad  Galley  had  left.  Mr. 
Fletcher  responded  that  the  commercial  market  is  soft  right  now,  but  that  this 
summer  will  hopefully  see  an  increase  in  activity  for  commercial  tenants.  Mr. 
Fletcher  added  also  that  there  are  six  or  seven  residential  units  still  unsold  but  that 
he  has  held  off  really  marketing  them  until  the  facade  work  has  been  completed. 
Several  of  the  units  have  water  damage  from  the  faulty  thin  brick  system  so  until 
the  facade  is  fixed  and  existing  water  damage  in  the  units  is  repaired,  he  is  not 
pursuing  any  aggressive  marketing. 

Mr.  Fletcher  reminded  the  Commissioners  that  the  Commission  did  sell  commercial 
unit  #3  at  Midtowne,  the  old  Fishman  Building  (aka  the  Groth  Building),  to  Jack 
Roebel  for  his  law  offices.  Mr.  Fletcher  stated  that  Mr.  Roebel  will  be  renovating 
the  building  and  that  the  sale  put  the  building  back  on  the  tax  roles.  Mr.  Lindsay 
added  that  Mr.  Roebel  will  be  submitting  his  development/renovation  plans  to  the 
Commission  soon  as  well  as  an  application  for  tax  abatement. 

Mr.  Powell  asked  if  the  facade  scenario  at  Midtowne  was  the  only  lawsuit  still 
outstanding  with  the  Commission.  Mr.  Fletcher  and  Mr.  Lindsay  stated  no,  that 
there  are  still  three  suits  outstanding  plus  Headwaters  Park  litigation.  Mr.  Powell 
suggested  an  executive  session  sometime  soon  then  to  bring  the  Commission  up 
to  date  on  legal  status.  Mr.  Fletcher  stated  that  could  be  scheduled  and  that 
perhaps  an  executive  session  could  be  planned  in  conjunction  with  the  next 
meeting. 

There  was  no  further  business  to  discuss  so  Mr.  Eisbart  motioned  to  adjourn  the 
meeting  at  approximately  6:00pm. 
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Ronald  R.  Fletcher  - Executive  Director 
James  C.  Lindsay  - Redevelopment  Specialist 
Loren  Kravig  - Redevelopment  Specialist 
Karyn  Heiney  - Administrative  Assistant 


COUNSEL  PRESENT: 


R.  David  Boyer 


CALL  TO  ORDER 

Mr.  Powell  called  the  public  hearing  meeting  of  the  Fort  Wayne  Redevelopment 
Commission  to  order. 

ROLL  CALL 

It  was  noted  for  the  record  that  all  Commissioners  were  present. 

Mr.  Powell  stated  that  there  was  a sign-in  sheet  for  those  persons  wishing  to 
speak  for,  or  against,  the  proposed  Amendment  IX  to  the  Civic  Center  Urban 
Renewal  Area  and  its  associated  “courthouse  green”  project.  He  stated  that  the 
sign-in  sheet  presently  listed  eleven  individuals  intending  to  speak  for  the  project 
with  no  one  listed  as  speaking  against  it.  He  reminded  those  speaking  that  the 
Commission  would  like  to  hear  everyone's  comments.  Therefore,  he  asked  if 
those  individuals  speaking,  especially  those  toward  the  end  of  the  list,  would 
refrain  from  repeating  the  same  thoughts  expressed  by  an  earlier  speaker. 

Mr.  James  (Jim)  Lindsay,  who  identified  himself  as  a staff  person  with  the 
Commission,  gave  a brief  introduction  and  overview  of  the  proposed  Amendment 
IX. 

Mr.  Lindsay  said  on  April  15,  1996,  the  Redevelopment  Commission  adopted  a 
Declaratory  Resolution  that  proposed  certain  properties  be  included  as  Amendment 
IX  to  the  Civic  Center  Urban  Renewal  Area.  Those  properties  were  located  in  an 
area  that  included  the  commonly  known  Court  Street  block  which  is  a tract 
bounded  by  Main,  Clinton,  Berry,  and  Court  Streets;  the  adjacent  Clinton  Street 
right-of-way;  and  three  commercial  office  buildings  located  across  Clinton  to  the 
east-the  Journal  Gazette,  Anthony  Wayne,  and  Elektron  Buildings. 

Mr.  Lindsay  stated  that  the  three  office  buildings  were  included  in  the 
Amendment  IX  because  rml  doing  so  would  leave  a “void”  or  “empty  spot”  within 
the  Civic  Center  Urban  Renewal  Area,  causing  discontinuity  in  terms  of  longterm 
comprehensive  downtown  planning. 
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Mr.  Lindsay  explained  that  the  project  associated  with  Amendment  IX  is  the 
construction  of  a “pedestrian  plaza/courthouse  green/public  space"  in  the  area 
composing  the  Court  Street  block.  He  stated  the  Declaratory  Resolution  as 
presented  that  day  set  forth  certain  findings.  Those  findings  stated  that  through 
approval  of  adoption  of  Amendment  IX,  the  project  would  serve  to: 

1.  Alleviate  the  blighted  conditions  in  the  block  as  characterized  by  the 
obsolete  and  economically  non-viable  buildings; 

2.  Increase  pedestrian  utilization  of  the  corridor  between  the  City-County 
Building,  its  new  Plaza  Parking  Garage,  and  all  the  commercial  buildings 
surrounding  the  block  and  beyond; 

3.  Complement  the  private  investment  that  has  occurred  in  the  surrounding 
area,  i.e..  Renaissance  Square,  Home  Loan  Bank,  Journal  Gazette,  new 
Standard  Federal  Plaza,  as  well  as  the  public's  investment  through  support 
of  the  massive  interior  renovation  of  the  County  Courthouse  and 
construction  of  the  new  Plaza  Parking  Garage; 

4.  Aesthetically  improve  the  real  estate  surrounding  the  park  by  opening  up 
sightlines  of  the  Courthouse  and  by  creating  an  airy,  inviting,  natural  green 
space;  and 

5.  Build  on  a concept  that  was  first  presented  in  1909  to  the  Civic 
Improvement  Association  of  Ft.  Wayne,  said  concept  being  the  creation  of  a 
courthouse  green,  or  public,  pedestrian  plaza. 

Upon  conclusion  of  Mr.  Lindsay's  overview,  Mr.  Powell  explained  he  would  ask 
that  individuals  come  forward  to  speak  in  the  order  shown  on  the  sign-in  sheet. 


(Begin  Public  Testimonials) 

Michael  Hawfield 

Mr.  Hawfield  thanked  the  Commission  for  the  opportunity  to  speak  and 
commented  that  “seldom  has  a project  brought  past  and  present  together  so 
neatly.”  He  stated  that  the  turn-of-the-century  courthouses  across  the  country 
almost  always  were  designed  to  have  a public  space  or  gathering  area  in  front  of 
them.  He  stated  that  the  open  space  was  designed  so  as  to  show  off  these  very 
important  structures  that  people  identified  as  symbols  of  their  government,  of  law 
and  order,  and  of  the  national  ideals  the  country  was  built  upon. 

Mr.  Hawfield  said  that  in  1909  Robert  Hanna  devised  a plan  that  tried  to  keep  with 
the  tradition  of  showcasing  these  monuments  of  public  trust  by  looking  for  a way 
to  recreate  the  public  green  space.  However,  for  some  reason  not  known  to  him, 
Mr.  Hawfield  said  the  public  space  was  never  pursued  when  the  courthouse  was 
built. 

Mr.  Hawfield  stated  that  the  Courthouse  is  an  extraordinary  building  with  a great 
public  presence.  He  pointed  out  that  not  only  is  the  building  a local  treasure  and 
source  of  pride  but  that  there  is  strong  national  interest  in  it.  He  said  that  recently 
the  senior  curator  of  the  Smithsonian  (Washington,  D.C.)  visited  Ft.  Wayne  and 
stated  that  the  Courthouse  was  probably  one  of  the  most  significant  examples  of  a 
Beaux  Arts  style  public  building  in  the  nation.  Moreover,  the  treasures  discovered 
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inside  the  building  such  as  the  collections  of  tile,  glass,  sculptures,  decorative 
paintings,  dome  murals,  etc.,  were  considered  even  more  significant.  Mr. 

Hawfield  told  the  Commission  that  people  have  been  coming  from  to  Ft.  Wayne 
from  the  Smithsonian  to  study  the  Courthouse  dome  murals  especially,  but  that 
other  nationally  recognized  museums  were  also  sending  people  to  Ft.  Wayne  as 
well.  He  mentioned  that  people  (in  the  industry)  are  rethinking  their  opinions  of  art 
in  the  Midwest  now  and  that  the  arts  found  in  the  Courthouse  were  being 
considered  significant  new  “findings”  in  relation  to  the  country's  evolution  of  public 
art.  Mr.  Hawfield  commented  also  that  as  an  involved  participant  in  the 
Courthouse  Restoration  Trust,  he  is  naturally  anxious  to  see  the  Courthouse 
shown  the  respect  it  deserves  through  a complement  of  a beautiful  courthouse 
green. 

Mr.  Hawfield  summarized  that  not  only  was  the  Courthouse  of  national 
significance  for  its  art  but  that  it  represented  the  public's  expression  of  confidence 
in  its  local  government  and  in  the  concepts  of  the  nation  that  are  “written  all  over 
that  building."  He  mentioned  that  confidence  was  quite  deep  since  someone 
recently  had  estimated  that  to  build  the  Courthouse  based  on  the  value  of  today's 
dollar,  it  would  take  a bond  issue  in  the  billions  to  do  so. 

Mr.  Hawfield  noted  that  despite  the  cost,  the  community  did  build  this 
extraordinary  structure,  and  had  placed  it  in  the  downtown  which  had  functioned 
as  the  focus  of  life  for  the  City  in  those  days.  He  said  that  even  though  the  City's 
focus  has  since  moved  out  of  downtown  and  into  the  outlying  areas  (suburbs), 
much  effort  was  being  made  to  re-focus  the  City's  pulse  back  to  downtown.  He 
commented  that  through  the  efforts  of  entities  such  as  the  Redevelopment 
Commission,  historic  preservationists,  and  many,  many  private  investors, 
downtown  parks  are  being  created  and  buildings  are  being  renovated.  These 
efforts  make  a statement  about  the  community's  will  to  restore  focus  to  the  City's 
downtown  and  to  preserve  the  community  roots  that  are  inextricable  from  it,  while 
still  embracing  the  future  and  the  development  that  it  may  bring.  Mr.  Hawfield 
concluded  that  the  courthouse  green  project  would  contribute  to  downtown's  re- 
emergence  and  focus  by  enhancing  the  City's  greatest  treasure. 

Commissioner  John  Powell  had  only  one  question  for  Mr.  Hawfield.  From  Mr. 
Hawfield's  research  and  knowledge  of  downtown,  did  he  know  why  the 
courthouse  green  was  not  pursued  in  1909?  Mr.  Hawfield  stated  he  did  not  know 
explicitly  but  his  opinion  was  that  lack  of  funding  was  probably  the  biggest  factor. 
He  said  it  was  known  that  the  years  around  1909  were  economically  depressed 
years  and  that  even  public  programs  had  difficulty  going  forward  at  that  time. 

Mr.  Hawfield  stated  actually  several  other  city  parks  and  green  spaces  were  also 
proposed  during  that  time  and  were  never  implemented.  Mr.  Hawfield  cited 
proposals  for  a park  similar  to  Headwaters,  as  well  as  a plaza  in  front  of  the  train 
station.  They  were  never  pursued  either,  and  the  additional  problem  of 
commercial  or  residential  entities  “entrenched"  in  the  areas  proposed  for  the 
various  parks  also  contributed  to  no  action  being  taken  to  construct  these  parks. 

He  said  the  lack  of  this  particular  problem  in  the  project  being  discussed  today 
was  what  made  it  so  special.  He  clarified  that  the  fact  that  the  Court  Street  block 
now  exists  under  one  ownership  makes  the  proposed  project's  viability 
tremendous. 


3 


' 


■ 


May  20,  1996 
Public  Hearing  Minutes 
Page  4 


Mr.  Leif  Coleman 

Mr.  Coleman  wished  to  go  on  record  as  stating  that  he  felt  Fort  Wayne  has  one  of 
the  most  beautiful  downtowns  of  any  city  in  the  country.  He  said  he  had  worked 
for  Lincoln  Life  for  30  years  in  corporate  real  estate  and  had  traveled  the  entire 
United  States,  visiting  virtually  every  city  that  was  similarly  sized  to  Ft.  Wayne- 
and  bigger. 

Mr.  Coleman  stated  that  he  has  been  impressed  with  what  has  taken  place  in  the 
Ft.  Wayne's  downtown  in  his  lifetime  and  that  this  project  today  was  a unique 
opportunity  to  further  enhance  the  Courthouse  and  downtown.  He  went  on  to  say 
that  he  had  read  Tom  Shoaff's  editorial  in  the  paper  recently  and  totally  agreed 
with  Mr.  Shoaff's  thinking.  Without  reiterating  that  article,  Mr.  Coleman  stated 
that  he,  too,  thought  this  project  presented  a unique  opportunity  to  make  a 
tremendous  impact  on  the  community  for  generations  to  come.  He  said  that  to 
miss  such  an  opportunity  would  be  a disaster. 

Lastly,  Mr.  Coleman  recounted  a conversation  that  occurred  some  20  years  ago 
with  a Lincoln  executive  from  Baltimore,  Maryland,  who  visited  Ft.  Wayne  quite 
frequently.  He  said  this  gentleman  often  took  walks  downtown  and  one  day  he 
remarked  at  what  a beautiful  courthouse  the  City  had.  Mr.  Coleman 
acknowledged  that,  at  the  time,  he  rarely  noticed  the  building  at  all  and  was 
therefore  startled  to  hear  how  marvelous  this  gentleman  thought  it  was.  But  what 
stood  out  most  in  his  mind,  however,  was  when  his  friend  said  that  it  was  too  bad 
there  was  not  an  area  where  one  could  step  back  and  get  a view  of  the  entire 
structure  at  once. 

Mr.  Coleman  added  that  his  friend  was  perhaps  why  he  was  here  speaking  today, 
so  that  the  comments  made  20  years  ago  could  emphasize  how  much  more 
beautiful  the  Courthouse  could  be  if  the  opportunity  arose. 

In  summation,  Mr.  Coleman  went  on  record  as  saying  he  felt  the  community  must 
protect  the  investments  that  have  already  been  made  downtown  by  both  the 
public  and  private  sectors.  He  also  commented  that  the  two  sectors  have  worked 
very  well  together  in  transforming  downtown  these  past  two  decades  to  make  it  a 
very  viable  and  desirable  work  environment. 

In  closing,  Mr.  Coleman  stated  his  support  for  Dick  Waterfield  and  people  like  Dick 
Waterfield  who  have  made  an  impact  on  Ft.  Wayne.  He  said  Mr.  Waterfield  took 
the  old  downtown  L.S.  Ayres  building  and  turned  it  into  something  extremely 
positive.  In  doing  so,  he  also  helped  keep  Lincoln  Life  downtown  since  the 
company  now  occupies  the  entire  building.  Moreover,  Mr.  Waterfield  may  have 
inadvertently  kept  that  particular  division  of  Lincoln  Life  from  leaving  Ft.  Wayne 
period,  much  less  just  downtown.  Therefore,  he  urged  the  Commission  to  take 
advantage  of  the  opportunity  to  do  this  project  and  enhance  downtown  Ft.  Wayne 
even  further. 


Mr.  Bernard  Reuilln 

Mr.  Reuille  began  by  stating  as  he  looked  around  the  room  at  those  in  attendance, 
he  probably  was  the  only  representative  of  the  common,  ordinary,  taxpaying 
citizens,  or  at  least  the  “common  and  ordinary”  citizen.  He  said  he  lived  at  5205 
Indiana  Avenue  in  south  Ft.  Wayne  and  was  here  to  speak  for  himself  and  on 
behalf  of  a number  of  his  neighbors.  Mr.  Reuille  stated  that  he  and  his  neighbors 
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supported  the  proposed  “greenery"  (green  space)  project,  and  that  they  vote  “yes” 
to  the  project  before  the  Commission.  He  did  not  want  to  take  up  a lot  of  time, 
but  he  had  been  following  the  project  in  the  newspaper  and  wanted  to  express  his 
“yes"  to  the  project  and  "yes"  to  all  the  statements  from  the  speakers  before  him. 

Alex  Jokav 

Mr.  Jokay  stated  that  the  aesthetics  of  the  project  had  been  discussed  and  that  he 
would  like  to  address  the  economics  of  the  proposed  park. 

Mr.  Jokay  told  the  Commissioners  not  think  of  a downtown  park  only  in  terms  of 
beauty,  because  such  a park  would  have  an  enormous  benefit  to  the  economic 
values  of  surrounding  properties  in  the  whole  area. 

Mr.  Jokay  explained  he  had  been  with  Lincoln  National  Corporation  for  over  20 
years  as  head  of  the  mortgage  and  real  estate  investment  division  which  invested 
many  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  in  downtown  properties,  office  buildings,  and 
hotels.  Mr.  Jokay  said  that  he  had  tried  to  envision  how  an  investor  coming  to 
downtown  Ft.  Wayne  would  view  this  particular  project.  He  said  that  when  Lincoln 
looked  at  an  investment,  it  did  not  look  only  at  what  was  there  on  a given  day,  but 
also  looked  at  what  would  be  there  in  five  years,  or  ten,  or  fifty  years. 

Mr.  Jokay  stated  that  boarded  up  and  vacant  buildings  were  an  investor's 
nightmare.  No  one  wanted  to  see  such  conditions  in  close  proximity  to  a 
proposed  investment  building  because  it  was  impossible  to  predict  what  would 
happen  to  such  a building.  Too  often  the  effect  of  a vacant,  blighted  building  on 
surrounding  property  was  to  devalue  them.  Conversely,  Mr.  Jokay  said  investors 
took  the  view  that  a park  would  always  be  a park  and  its  existence  would  not 
threaten  the  value  of  real  estate  around  it. 

Mr.  Jokay  said  one  very  pertinent  example  of  the  effect  that  intangible  factors 
have  on  investors  occurred  some  years  ago  when  Lincoln  National  Corp.  thought 
about  building  its  new  headquarters  out  on  the  60  acres  of  old  Magnavox  property 
it  owned  by  1-69.  He  said  it  would  have  been  a good  move  for  the  company 
economically,  with  plenty  of  needed  space,  ample  parking,  suburban  climate,  etc. 
But  Lincoln  decided  to  remain  downtown  and  build  its  headquarters  in  the  heart  of 
the  city  instead  of  moving  to  the  outlying  area. 

Why  did  Lincoln  opt  to  stay  downtown?  Mr.  Jokay  said  that  decision  was  made 
based  on  intangible  reasons,  not  on  pure  dollars  and  cents  motivation  which 
normally  drives  decisions  at  corporations.  He  said  Lincoln  stayed  because  it  was 
very  committed  to  downtown.  He  added,  however,  that  a person  could  bet  that 
Lincoln  would  not  have  stayed  downtown  if  a hole  occupied  the  ground  where 
Wolf  & Dessaur  once  stood,  or  if  a row  of  warehouses  lined  the  street  where 
Freimann  Square  is  now  located,  or  if  the  performing  arts  center  did  not  exist 
where  it  does  now.  He  was  confident  that  the  intangible  affinity  and  commitment 
to  downtown  would  not  have  been  there  for  Lincoln  if  these  (non-tax  paying) 
entities  had  not  replaced  the  blighted  buildings  that  had  once  occupied  these  sites. 

Mr.  Jokay  emphasized  that  this  proposed  green  space  would  be  one  of  the 
intangible  items  that  would  help  create  a desirable  atmosphere  within  the 
downtown,  an  atmosphere  that  would  serve  to  possibly  draw  new  companies  into 
downtown  or  convince  those  already  there  to  stay.  In  summation,  he  reminded 
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the  Commissioners  that  this  park  would  not  only  enhance  aesthetics  in  this  block 
but  would  benefit  the  surrounding  area  economically  as  well. 

No  one  but  Commissioner  Powell  had  any  questions  for  Mr.  Jokay.  Mr.  Powell 
asked  if  Mr.  Jokay  was  ever  aware,  in  his  experience  with  mortgage  lending,  etc. 
of  any  specific  data,  studies,  surveys,  etc.,  concerning  the  effect  of  green  spaces 
on  surrounding  commercial  marketability  or  simply  market  value.  Mr.  Jokay  said 
that  if  Mr.  Powell  was  looking  for  statistics  that  said  “X”  acres  of  green  space 
translates  into  “X”  number  of  dollars  for  the  investment--his  answer  was  no. 

Mr.  Powell  clarified  that  he  was  curious  if  any  studies  existed  or  were  known  that 
compared  the  effect  of  vacant  buildings  on  surrounding  market  values  versus  the 
value  after  those  same  vacant  buildings  were  taken  down  and  replaced  with  a 
park.  Mr.  Jokay  said  he  could  not  provide  numbers,  but  that  he  could  tell  Mr. 
Powell  that  over  the  years  he  had  made  a lot  of  investments-and  vacant  buildings 
were  a big,  negative  factor  in  site  analyses. 


Mr.  Bill  McNagny 

Mr.  McNagny  stated  he  had  just  picked  up  the  newspaper  and  read  that  this 
project  might  be  a possibility  and  thought  this  was  the  most  exciting  thing  he  had 
heard  of  in  some  time.  He  thought  the  proposed  project  was  magnificent.  He 
asked  the  Commissioners  to  think  about  what  this  project  would  have  cost  in 
1909,  what  it  would  cost  today,  and  what  it  will  cost  in  fifteen  years.  He  said 
“it's  always  a bargain.” 

He  told  the  Commissioners  that  the  project  meant  something  (special)  to  him 
because  his  father-in-law,  Charles  Buesching,  had  originally  purchased  for  Lincon 
Bank  the  land  that  the  City-County  Building  sits  on..  At  that  time,  there  was  much 
talk  that  the  City-County  Building  was  a possibility,  and  Mr.  Buesching  did  exactly 
what  Dick  Waterfield  did.  He  had  Lincoln  Bank  sell  it  for  what  it  cost  to  put  the 
real  estate  together. 

Mr.  McNagny  said  that  he  has  worked  on  the  Courthouse  drive  (fundraiser  to 
preserve  and  restore  the  interior)  and  that  he  loved  the  Courthouse  itself  because 
it  was  such  a magnificent  building.  But  he  liked  this  proposed  courthouse  green 
project  because  it  would  be  “good  for  the  whole  city.”  It's  the  kind  of  town 
planning  that  he  sees  when  he's  in  New  York  with  its  Central  Park,  or  Chicago 
with  “that  area  along  the  lake”  (Grant  Park).  He  said  the  idea  of  the  courthouse 
green  shows  a surge  of  community  pride  and  self  confidence  and  he  didn't  know  if 
that  could  be  translated  into  money  but  “it  certainly  does  translate  into  an  attitude 
toward  life.” 

Mr.  McNagny  stated  he  has  thought  for  a long  time  that  opening  up  the  City  in 
terms  of  Freimann  Park  (Square)  has  been  fantastic.  He  said  that  Headwaters  Park 
has  gone  beyond  anything  he  dreamed  it  would  be.  He  stated  he  thought  Ft. 
Wayne  would  be  for  Indiana  what  Columbus  has  been,  though  Ft.  Wayne  has  a 
slightly  different  approach  architecturally. 

As  a parting  thought,  Mr.  McNagny  said  this  project  will  pay  off  for  the  City,  in 
terms  of  pride,  many  times  over.  He  hadn't  been  this  excited  about  a project  in  a 
long  time  and  for  the  record,  gave  a resounding  approval  for  the  project,  “very 
loudly,  with  Mr.  Reuille.” 
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Mr.  George  Morrison 

Mr.  Morrison  said  he  would  be  brief  as  there  were  more  eloquent  speakers  than  he 
still  waiting  to  express  their  thoughts,  but  that  he  did  want  to  put  in  his  ‘‘two 
cents.” 

Mr.  Morrison  stated  that  most  everyone  present  probably  knew  that  his  firm 
(Morrison  Kattman  Menze)  had  made  a commitment  to  downtown,  with  the  help  of 
the  Redevelopment  Commission,  by  renovating  and  occupying  the  Louis  Mohr 
Building  at  1 19  W.  Wayne  Street.  His  and  his  partners  hoped  that  their  example 
of  downtown  viability  might  lead  to  other  examples.  He  said  the  firm  desires  to 
see  downtown  continue  to  redevelop. 

To  draw  the  Commissioners'  attention  to  one  point  he  had  learned  as  an  architect, 
Mr.  Morrison  stated  that  sometimes  the  buildings  and  spaces  in  the  buildings  are 
less  important  than  the  spaces  between  the  buildings.  Mr.  Morrison  noted  that  the 
project  before  the  Commission  did  offer  a rare  opportunity  to  acquire  prime  land 
with  which  to  make  exactly  such  an  “space  between  buildings",  and  moreover, 
such  a space  would  be  scaled  for  the  "man  on  the  street”  and  turned  over  to  the 
citizens  of  the  community  through  use  as  a pedestrian  plaza. 

Mr.  Morrision  ended  his  comments  with  the  advice  that  should  the  area  become  a 
park,  the  open  area  need  not  be  elaborate  nor  expensive.  He  said  it  "needs  merely 
to  be  a comfortable,  pedestrian  scaled,  open  space." 


Mr.  Tom  Shoaff 

Mr.  Shoaff  began  by  saying  much  of  what  he  had  to  say  had  already  been  said  by 
those  before  him  but  that  fact  “never  stopped  a lawyer”  and  therefore  some 
information  would  probably  be  repeated. 

Mr.  Shoaff  said  one  of  the  interesting  things  about  this  particular  project  was  the 
“consanguinity”  of  it,  the  way  the  project  had  "come  together”  and  how  it  tied  into 
so  many  things  of  and  about  Ft.  Wayne.  He  spoke  of  how  Ft.  Wayne  experienced 
a problem  shared  with  cities  all  across  the  nation,  that  of  urban  blight. 

Mr.  Shoaff  stated  that  “what  the  books  say  to  do”  to  rectify  the  situation  is  to  buy 
the  blight;  provide  open  areas  with  light  and  air;  add  human  qualities  to  the  city; 
add  interesting  enhancements  so  that  people  will  want  to  come  downtown  and 
once  there,  linger  with  enjoyment;  and  finally,  find  a way  to  expose  a community's 
identity.  Mr.  Shoaff  said  once  the  community's  identity  was  known,  people 
would  see  their  culture  and  see  their  history,  and  want  to  become  part  of  it. 

Per  Mr.  Shoaff,  the  proposed  courthouse  green  was  an  unusual  project  in  that  it 
allowed  for  accomplishment  of  all  these  items.  He  said  it  would  get  rid  of  the  last 
blighted  block  in  central  downtown;,  it  would  provide  an  open  area;,  it  would 
create  a very  interesting  area  where  people  will  like  to  be,  and  it  would  take  the 
most  important  historical  structure  in  the  City,  the  Courthouse,  and  make  it  part  of 
the  City. 

In  looking  back  over  the  past  30  years,  Mr.  Shoaff  said  this  Commission  and 
others  like  it  really  have  done  an  incredible  job  in  turning  the  City  from  a fairly 
undistinguished  continuum  of  bricks  and  mortar  into  a fairly  exciting  place.  He 
asked  the  Commissioners  to  visualize  what  the  impression  (of  the  city)  must  have 
been  while  driving  down  Clinton  Street  in  1955,  and  then  compare  it  with  the 
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parks,  museums,  open  areas  plazas,  performing  arts  center,  and  new  businesses 
that  one  sees  today.  Mr.  Shoaff  said  the  only  problem  remaining  is  that  the  "arch” 
(Courthouse)  over  downtown  is  being  blocked  by  the  last  blighted  block  in  the 
heart  of  the  City. 

Mr.  Shoaff  commented  that  someone  mentioned  his  grandfather,  Bob  Hanna, 
earlier.  Mr.  Shoaff  said  he  wasn't  sure  why  they  didn't  buy  the  block  right  up 
front  when  they  started  the  project,  but  he  knew  why  Bob  Hanna  did  not.  Bob 
Hanna  did  not  have  the  money.  When  Mr.  Shoaff  was  a child  he  said  he  often 
heard  that  the  failure  his  grandfather  lamented  the  most  was  not  getting  the 
courthouse  green  (nor  the  riverbanks).  He  concluded  his  remarks  by  saying  that 
the  courthouse  green  is  a “great  project”  and  if  the  Commission  added  the  project 
to  all  the  other  improvements  that  have  been  done,  “this  would  be  one  terrific 
place.” 


Mr.  Jay  Powell 

Mr.  Jay  Powell  thanked  the  Commission  for  the  opportunity  to  speak.  He  said  he 
was  speaking  today  as  an  ordinary  citizen,  like  Mr.  Reuille  before  him.  Also  like 
Mr.  Reuille,  he,  too,  lived  in  south  Ft.  Wayne  near  what  he  would  call  the  most 
beautiful  asset  Ft.  Wayne  had  to  offer,  namely  Foster  Park.  Consequently,  he 
professed  an  advocacy  in  general  for  beautiful  parks. 

Mr.  Powell  said  he  was  at  the  hearing  mainly  because  he  had  read  the  article  in 
the  newspaper  that  had  appeared  over  the  weekend.  He  clarified  that  he  had  no 
vested  personal  interest  in  the  project  whatsoever,  but  that  he  questioned  if  "this 
action  (that  the  Commissioners  were)  considering  taking  now,  excludes  for  all  time 
the  potential  use  of  any  of  that  space  for  commercial  purpose  at  some  time  in  the 
future?” 

Mr.  Powell  offered  some  background  as  to  his  question.  He  stated  in  1982  he 
was  involved  in  the  acquisition  of  six  (6)  parcels  of  land  known  as  the  Main  and 
Barr  Street  properties.  At  the  time,  it  was  envisioned  that  construction  of  an 
office  complex  very  similar  to  what  is  there  now,  the  new  Standard  Federal  Plaza, 
would  take  place.  He  helped  acquired  those  six  parcels  in  the  span  of  30  days 
under  an  option  for  purchase  six  months  later  at  a cost  of  approximately  $1.1 
million,  or  $22. 75/sq.ft.  Mr.  Powell  stated  that  acquisition  occurred  about  20 
years  after  the  Fort  Wayne  National  properties  were  assembled  for  the  building  of 
the  its  bank  building  at  a cost,  per  his  understanding,  of  approximately 
$22. 75/sq.ft.  Therefore,  those  involved  with  the  1982  acquisition  thought  they 
had  done  very  well  in  the  deal  making. 

Mr.  Powell  stated  that  quite  often  he  had  the  opportunity  look  across  the  pond 
from  the  northeast  corner  of  Freimann  Square  and  see  down  into  the  center  of  Ft. 
Wayne.  He  said  that  “unless  he  was  missing  something,”  from  that  vantage  point 
he  could  see  a very  prominent  “still”  (as  in  “still  photo”)  of  both  the  Lincoln  Tower 
and  the  Courthouse  as  he  looked  on  down  into  the  center  of  Ft.  Wayne.  He 
thought  the  view  was  very  open. 

Also,  from  his  vantage  point  in  the  Anthony  Wayne  Building,  Mr.  Powell  often 
looked  over  this  particular  block  and  thought  how  beautiful  it  would  be  to  open  up 
some  exposure  of  the  Courthouse  in  that  land.  However,  this  is  a land  mass  that 
is  large  enough  to  possibly  “over  park”  the  downtown,  if  only  a pedestrian  plaza  is 
allowed  to  be  built  on  it.  In  looking  around  downtown,  Mr.  Powell  thought  that 
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the  City  was  almost  “over  parking  garaged"  there  were  so  many,  and  he  was 
aware  of  the  vacancies  in  all  the  parking  garages  downtown  during  the  day.  He 
commented  that  the  night  vacancies  were  probably  even  more  numerous. 

The  point  Mr.  Powell  stated  he  wanted  to  make  was  that  this  site  was  a very 
viable  commercial  land  mass  and  he  envisioned  some  very  significant  buildings 
erected  there,  especially  along  Berry  Street.  He  stated  he  had  walked  that 
elevation  off  this  morning  and  it  approximated  150  feet.  Mr.  Powell  suggested 
that  if  one  divided  the  block  into  thirds  from  north  to  south,  a very  nice  pedestrian 
plaza  could  be  designed  in  the  middle  one-third,  leaving  the  other  two-thirds  for 
development.  Or,  he  said  use  the  southern  two-thirds  and  leave  the  northern  one- 
third  open. 

Another  point  Mr.  Powell  spoke  on  was  that  just  one  block  from  the  proposed 
courthouse  green,  another  park  already  exists,  probably  one  of  the  most  beautiful 
in  the  State  of  Indiana.  He  noted  that  there  are  repairs  and  maintenance  work 
going  on  in  that  park  presently  and  to  bear  in  mind  that  there  will  be  future 
expense  associated  with  the  courthouse  green  park  once  it  is  built. 

Mr.  Powell  returned  then  to  the  issue  he  had  picked  up  in  the  article  about  the  tax 
base  that's  being  eroded  by  not  having  anything  in  use  there  in  the  way  of 
commercial  venture  in  the  future.  He  said  he  knew  everyone's  taxes,  i.e.,  income 
and  property,  etc.,  would  continue  to  rise.  However,  he  hoped  that  there  would 
be  a way  to  work  into  the  overall  scheme,  a possibility  for  some  future 
functioning  unit  on  the  site.  Mr.  Powell  said  there  was  so  much  land  mass  there, 
“that  to  exclude  any  future  commercial  use....”  (would  not  be  the  best  decision). 
Since  he  was  unsure  how  the  current  Resolution  under  consideration  actually  read 
in  that  regard,  he  asked  again,  "Is  there  a possibility  that  can  be  done  in  the 
future,  if  you  pass  the  resolution  that's  on  the  table  now,  come  back  later  and  if 
there's  a viable  user  for  that  for  some  part  for  commercial,  it  could  be  done?” 

Mr.  Fletcher  responded  that  “I  don't  think  there  are  any  restrictions. ...thirty  or 
forty  years  down  the  line  or  whatever,  that  (say)  it  couldn't  be  used  for  something 
else.  Same  as  Headwaters  Park-there's  no  restrictions.”  The  mention  of 
Headwaters  Park  prompted  Mr.  Powell  to  add  that  Headwaters  Park  was  another 
example  of  the  plentiful  parks  in  downtown,  and  that  it  was  even  bigger  than 
Freimann  Square  and  only  two  blocks  away  (from  the  proposed  park).  Mr. 

Fletcher  said,  “so  at  this  point,  I'm  going  to  say  no,  once  you  turn  it  into  a park,  if 
it's  a functioning  park  and  working  well  and  so  forth,  it's  going  to  be  very  difficult 
to  do  anything  else  with  it.  But  that  (issue  of  future  commercial  use)  hasn't  been 
eliminated  completely.” 

At  this  point,  Mr.  Powell  finalized  his  comments  and  stated  again  that  he  was 
speaking  today  as  a common,  ordinary  citizen,  but  that  he  does  have  background 
and  experience  in  what  commercial  properties  can  be  worth  and  what  they  can  do. 
“They  do  generate  tax  revenues  for  keeping  up  a lot  of  other  parks,"  he  said. 

He  had  no  further  remarks. 


Mr.  Al  Zacher 

Mr.  Zacher  thanked  the  Commission  for  the  opportunity  to  speak  and  stated  he 
would  like  to  address  the  economic  issue  of  the  proposed  project  and  make  a few 
comments  about  the  suggestions  that  Mr.  Jay  Powell  had. 
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He  asked  the  Commissioners  to  review  three  decades  of  redevelopment 
downtown.  At  the  time  the  City-County  Building  was  being  built,  so  was  the  Fort 
Wayne  National  Bank  Building,  illustrating  the  public  and  private  partnership  and 
the  impact  each  project  had  on  the  other.  He  cited  the  relationship  that  existed 
between  the  construction  of  One  Summit  Square  and  the  (Civic  Center)  public 
parking  garage,  projects  that  had  been  assisted  by  this  very  Commission,  as 
another  example  of  private  investment  coupled  with  public  investment.  He  named 
the  Foellinger  Botanical  Conservatory  and  Fort  Wayne's  Convention  Center. 
Moreover,  he  felt  confident  that  Standard  Federal  Plaza,  occupying  a site  he  had 
assisted  Jay  (Powell)  in  picking  up  properties  for,  was  most  likely  influenced  to 
build  on  that  corner  of  Barr  and  Main  because  Freimann  Square  was  just  across 
the  street. 

Mr.  Zacher  asserted  then  that  ample  historical  evidence  confirms  that 
public/private  partnership  in  redevelopment  of  downtown  does  NOT  destroy  or 
erode  the  tax  base,  but  rather  enhances  it.  He  cited  the  Lincoln  Life  story  and 
Renaissance  Center  which  was  described  by  previous  speakers,  and  he  mentioned 
the  new  Norwest  Indiana  building  as  another  example  of  private  investment 
responding,  concurrently,  to  public  investment.  Mr.  Zacher  added  that  he  had  just 
put  a 28.000  sq.ft,  tenant  in  the  Central  Building,  another  older,  downtown 
building.  He  stated  the  tenant  could  have  located  to  an  outlying  area  and  typically 
would  have  done  so.  But  the  tenant  chose  downtown  instead,  and  consequently, 
the  Central  building  is  presently  undergoing  its  own  enhancement.  Again, 
downtown,  its  buildings,  and  its  tax  base  are  being  enhanced  by  the  impacts  that 
public  and  private  investments  are  making  on  each  other. 

In  addressing  one  of  Mr.  Powell's  comments,  Mr.  Zacher  stated  that  there  is  not  a 
huge  supply  of  parking  garages  in  downtown,  rather  there  is  an  "appropriate” 
amount.  He  talked  about  the  Lincoln  Tower  and  how  not  only  would  American 
Life's  upgrading  of  the  building  be  important  in  re-marketing  it,  but  that  the 
adjacent  parking  garage,  which  was  not  vacant,  would  be  very  important  to  its 
future  success  as  well. 

Mr.  Zacher  stated  he  felt  strongly  that  the  existing  investments  adjacent  to  Court 
Street  would  be  enhanced  by  the  project  proposed  today.  He  noted  that  there 
was  some  concern  that  if  the  block  becomes  a pedestrian  mall,  that  somehow  the 
City  would  be  denied  other  investments,  that  this  was  the  last  parcel  available  for 
development.  He  asked  that  the  Commissioners  bear  in  mind  that  a private  group 
just  recently  took  down  buildings  at  the  corner  of  Main  and  Lafayette.  Also,  the 
Redevelopment  Commission  still  controls  a parcel  at  Harrison  and  Main  Streets.  In 
other  words,  there  are  still  plenty  of  parcels  that  can  be  developed.  He  said  if 
nothing  else,  the  marketability  of  these  last  two  sites  will  probably  be  greatly 
enhanced  due  to  the  proposed  project. 

As  one  last  note,  Mr.  Zacher  asked  what  could  be  a better  example  the  project's 
improvement  of  the  tax  base  than  the  moving  of  Dreibelbiss  Title  Company  from 
this  block  to  a long-standing  vacant  building  on  Wayne  Street. 

In  closing,  Mr.  Zacher  asked  the  Commission  to  think  through  the  history  of  its 
investment  in  downtown  and  to  observe  the  very  significant  enhancement  of  the 
tax  base  that  has  occurred. 
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Mr.  Dennis  Gordon 

Mr.  Gordon  identified  himself  as  residing  at  9623  Seaview  Cove  in  Ft.  Wayne.  He 
thanked  the  Commission  for  the  opportunity  to  speak  and  stated  he  was 
addressing  the  Commission  today  as  a private  citizen.  He  asked  the  Commission 
to  bear  in  mind  two  thoughts:  1)  “highest  and  best  use”,  and  2)  the  concept  of 
legacy. 

Mr.  Gordon  addressed  highest  and  best  use  first.  He  stated  that  when  he  was  in 
planning  school,  he  found  out  very  early  on  that  there  were  people  who  were  very 
eloquent  in  writing  about  planning  principals  and  things  that  planners  can  get 
excited  about.  He  said  Dennis  O'Harrow  was  one  of  these  people,  "one  of  the 
early  ones,”  and  one  who  wrote  a great  deal. 

Mr.  Gordon  said  that  he  had  found  a copy  of  a speech  given  by  Mr.  O'Harrow  in 
November,  1961  to  a convention  of  industrial  realtors  in  Miami,  Florida.  The 
speech  makes  some  very  interesting  points  in  his  opinion,  and  it  reflects  some 
interesting  parallels  between  Mr.  O'Harrow's  vision  of  what  “highest  and  best  use” 
was,  and  what  the  Commission's  vision  (of  highest  and  best  use)  should  be 
focusing  on.  Mr.  Gordon  read  a few  excerpts  so  as  to  be  entered  into  the  record: 

“In  checking  on  what  real  estate  theorists  have  said  was  meant  by  highest 
and  best  use,  I found  somewhat  to  my  surprise  a rather  clear  definition  of 
the  expression. 

First,  the  description  that  appears  in  “Real  Estate  Principles  and  Practice.” 
Professor  Arthur  Weimer  puts  it  quite  clearly,  “The  term  'highest  and  best 
use'  has  been  defined  in  terms  of  greatest  net  income,  highest  land  value, 
and  largest  return  in  money  or  amenities  over  a period  of  time.” 

So. ..highest  and  best  use  to  the  real  estate  man  means  the  use  which 
begets  the  highest  price--the  use  which  results  in  the  greatest  total  income. 

But  it  appears  that  there  may  not  be  one  single  highest  and  best  use,  in 
spite  of  the  definition,  or  at  least  if  there  is  one  “the  highest  and  best  use", 
experts  can  disagree  honestly  as  to  what  it  is.  And  experts  also  are  willing 
to  modify  the  definition  as  when  they  plead  for  zoning  changes  for  a service 
station,  for  example,  on  a residential  corner  lot  because  that  service  station, 
if  NOT  the  highest  and  best  use,  is  at  least  a HIGHER  and  BETTER  use  since 
it  will  make  the  value  of  the  lot  greater  than  it  would  otherwise  be.  The 
trouble  here  is  that  there  are  major  flaws  in  this  philosophy  that  insist  on 
always  putting  land  to  its  highest  and  best  use  in  this  technical  economic 
sense. 

There's  a parcel  of  land  in  New  York  bounded  by  59th  Street  on  the  south, 
110th  Street  on  the  north,  Fifth  Avenue  on  the  east,  and  Eighth  Avenue  on 
the  west.  New  York  has  named  it  Central  Park.  This  parcel  is  not  put  to  its 
highest  and  best  use,  and  God  willing,  never  will  be.  Remember,  highest 
and  best  use  means  that  use  which  will  create  the  greatest  net  income,  the 
highest  value,  for  the  tract  of  land. 

Central  Park  brings  in  no  return.  Actually  it  costs  money  to  maintain  and 
police.  It  takes  840  acres  of  the  most  valuable  land  in  the  world  off  the  tax 
roles.  But,  no  one  really  doubts  what  the  value  of  Central  Park  is  to  New 
York  City.  It  is  much  more  valuable,  much  more  important  to  have  the  Park 
than  it  can  ever  be  as  highrise  apartments,  hotels,  and  office  buildings.  This 
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is  true  in  spite  of  the  capitalized  value  of  the  income  it  would  produce  if 
built  as  apartments  or  other  such  facilities.  But  this  true  value  can  only  be 
expressed  as  community  value,  a community  asset.  The  total  value  of  the 
community  would  be  decreased  if  there  were  no  Central  Park. 

Maybe  we  can  look  at  it  this  way.  If  you  think  of  New  York  as  it  is  today 
with  its  Central  Park  as  being  worth  “x”  billion  dollars,  and  then  you  take 
New  York  and  consider  every  acre  of  that  840  acres  “built  up"  and  consider 
the  value  of  that,  and  we'll  call  that  “y”  billion  dollars;  then  the  value  of 
Central  Park  to  the  community  would  be  “x  minus  y”  billion  dollars. 

Who  could  possibly  calculate  what  this  could  possibly  be?  I don't  know 
that  anyone  could.  But  the  citizens  of  New  York  certainly  feel  that  “x" 
billions,  and  that's  the  New  York  with  Central  Park,  is  much  greater  than  "y” 
billions  and  that's  New  York  without  Central  Park.” 

(That  was)  “highest  and  best  use.” 

Mr.  Gordon  then  expounded  on  the  concept  of  legacy. 

"Finally  then,  moving  on  to  legacy.  With  that  in  mind,  Webster  defines  the 
term  as  something  received  from  an  ancestor  or  predecessor.  I find  it  hard 
to  believe  that  anyone  here  this  afternoon  doesn't  consider  the  Allen  County 
Courthouse  a legacy  from  our  ancestors. 

John  (Tom),  and  his  article  that  was  in  the  Journal  a week  ago,  did  a great 
job  of  putting  in  perspective  the  effort  that  led  to  that  Courthouse  as  it 
stands  today.  When  you  think  about  that  building,  I cannot  imagine  this 
community  committing  itself  to  anything  as  magnificent  as  that  today.  Yet, 
here  we  are,  beneficiaries  of  a major  portion  of  a legacy  our  predecessors' 
left  to  this  community,  all  that's  missing  is  the  proper  setting  for  that  asset. 

Please  don't  let  this  opportunity  pass  us  by.  Vote  to  approve  Amendment 
IX  to  the  Civic  Center  Urban  Renewal  Area.  Without  question,  it  represents 
a true  opportunity  to  achieve  a number  of  goals,  none  the  least  of  which  is 
to  comply  with  documents  that  I think  you've  all  seen  periodically,  and 
that's  your  own  master  plan,  your  1996  Goals  and  Objectives,  and  also,  to 
complete  the  legacy  that  was  entrusted  to  us  and  that  we  will  pass  on  to 
our  children. 

Fifty  years  ago  this  community  had  an  opportunity  for  a fullblown 
expressway  system,  but  turned  it  down.  Please  don't  provide  our  posterity 
with  a second  example  of  shortsightedness.  Thank  you.” 

Anaie  Quinn 

Ms.  Quinn  introduced  herself  as  the  executive  director  of  ARCH,  the  local  historic 
preservation  group,  and  she  commented  that  she  found  it  a little  odd  that  she  was 
at  the  public  hearing  (supporting  the  demolition  of  the  Dreibelbiss  building,  a 
building  ARCH  wants  to  save). 

However,  she  stated  that  ARCH  had  been  looking  at  this  block  for  some  time.  In 
1992,  ARCH  added  the  Dreibelbiss  block  to  the  group's  “endangered  list”  and 
since  has  been  investigating  some  adaptive  reuse  capabilities  of  the  Dreibelbiss 
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building  in  particular.  She  commented  that  the  building  was  constructed  in  1884 
and  has  a very  ornate  limestone  facade. 

Ms.  Quinn  also  stated  that  ARCH  has  added  other  buildings  to  its  endangered  list, 
such  as  the  Courthouse  murals  in  1994,  which  prompted  a great  deal  of  concern 
for  them  and  helped  in  the  creation  of  the  Courthouse  Preservation  Trust.  She 
agreed  with  everyone  at  the  meeting  who  had  said  that  the  Courthouse  is  Ft. 
Wayne's  landmark  building. 

Ms.  Quinn  said  the  second  landmark  building  for  Ft.  Wayne  was  the  Lincoln 
Tower.  In  1996,  ARCH  added  it  to  its  endangered  list,  stating  it  was  the  one  of 
the  few  examples  of  art  deco  skyscrapers  still  standing  nationally.  So  it  was  not 
only  a local  treasure,  but  a state  and  national  treasure  as  well.  However,  she 
stated  that,  with  all  due  respect  to  Mr.  Shoaff,  the  Tower  was  nol  on  the  national 
historic  register.  This  meant  it  had  no  designation  at  present  and  consequently, 
had  no  (legal)  protection.  It  was,  therefore,  a building  that  everyone  was 
concerned  about. 

Earlier  in  the  year,  Ms.  Quinn  said  ARCH  studied  the  Dreibelbiss  block  again  when 
preparing  the  1996  endangered  building  list.  ARCH  took  into  consideration  not 
only  historic  importance  but  architectural  relevance  of  the  one  or  two  buildings 
that  could  be  saved.  In  light  of  those  considerations,  Ms.  Quinn  said  that  ARCH 
decided  to  remove  the  Dreibelbiss  building  from  its  endangered  building  list  but 
with  the  caveat  that  should  the  courthouse  green  project  nilt  go  forward,  ARCH 
might  consider  adding  the  Dreibelbiss  back  to  the  list  since  it  was  an  important 
downtown  building. 

One  point  that  had  not  been  brought  up  yet  which  Ms.  Quinn  mentioned  was  the 
suggestion  that  there  are  items  on  the  Dreibelbiss  facade  that  tie  in  very  well  with 
the  Courthouse  and  its  architectural  style.  She  said  what  ARCH  would  like  to  see 
then  was  pieces  of  the  Dreibelbiss  facade  reflected  in  the  courthouse  green  design 
in  some  manner.  Ms.  Quinn  thought  perhaps  the  pillars  might  be  useful,  or  the 
actual  Dreibelbiss  “sign”  that  was  cut  into  the  stone  heading.  By  incorporating 
even  just  the  fragments  of  the  old  building,  she  said  it  would  allow  Ft.  Wayne  to 
grow  and  progress,  yet  still  physically  preserve  and  record  the  evidence  of  the 
City's  history  and  its  roots. 


Mr.  Steve  Wesner 

Mr.  Wesner  thanked  the  Commission  for  the  opportunity  to  speak  and  stated  that 
since  there  had  already  been  other  commercial  realtors  and  the  like  who  have 
expressed  thoughts  similar  to  his,  he  would  be  brief.  He  stated  he  would  like  to 
address  the  economic/tax  base  issue. 

Mr.  Wesner  stated  that  early  in  his  career  he  was  involved  in  finding  new  locations 
for  many  of  the  tenants  who  once  occupied  the  real  estate  where  the  City-County 
Building  presently  sits.  He  was  also  involved  in  relocating  the  tenants  that  were 
displaced  by  the  construction  of  Freimann  Square,  the  Performing  Arts  Center,  and 
the  No.  1 Fire  Station.  He  also  remembered  that  at  about  the  same  time,  the  block 
of  Main  Street  between  Harrison  and  Calhoun  (where  no  relocations  took  place) 
remained  a “pretty  tacky  place”  with  some  “pretty  wild  bars"  lining  the  street  in 
that  block. 
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However,  even  though  all  the  displaced  businesses  paid  taxes,  Mr.  Wesner  stated 
no  one  has  ever  doubted  the  validity  and  wisdom  of  replacing  that  tax  base  with 
tax  exempt  public  buildings  and  organizations.  These  tax  exempt  buildings 
actually  came  to  enhance  the  tax  base  because  of  what  they  caused  to  happen 
around  them. 

Mr.  Wesner  said  Standard  Federal  Plaza  would  probably  not  have  been  constructed 
to  the  expense,  elegance,  nor  sizable  tax  base  that  it  was,  if  one  could  not  stand 
in  Freimann  Square  or  at  the  Performing  Arts  Center  and  view  the  beauty  of  the 
building  in  its  entirety.  Moreover,  he  said  NIPSCO  would  probably  not  have  gone 
to  the  expense  of  building  a new  building-in  such  a location-unless  influenced  by 
the  presence  and  visual  beauty  of  the  Performing  Arts  Center  and  Freimann  Square 
across  the  street. 

Mr.  Wesner  did  not  think  the  new  law  office  building  of  Haller  & Colvin  would 
have  been  built  at  Main  and  Clay  if  the  old  Pettit-Mayflower  building  still  stood 
across  the  street  from  it.  Nor  would  George  Huber  have  built  the  new  Norwest 
Center  to  the  elegance,  and  expense,  and  additional  tax  base  if  not  for  the 
presence  of  Summit  Park  across  the  street  where  again,  one  could  stand  back  ( in 
Summit  Park)  and  really  enjoy  the  beauty  of  the  Norwest  Center  and  appreciate  its 
elegance. 

Mr.  Wesner  commented  that,  as  Mr.  Zacher  said,  the  owner  of  Lincoln  Tower, 
American  United  Life,  plans  to  spend  a lot  of  money  to  rehabilitate  the  Tower. 
However  in  the  long  term,  if  Lincoln  Tower  is  across  from  a park  like  these  other 
buildings,  it  is  much  more  likely  that  the  elegance  of  the  Tower  will  be  maintained, 
and  that  the  value  and  growth  of  surrounding  real  estate  will  be  enhanced  as  well. 

In  closing,  Mr.  Wesner  said  he  wholeheartedly  agreed  with  all  the  remarks  made 
by  prior  speakers  concerning  the  Courthouse  and  its  importance,  and  since  the 
subject  had  been  well  presented  already,  he  would  not  comment  further. 


Mr.  Ron  Bnnar 

Mr.  Bonar  said  he  was  speaking  as  a private  citizen  with  a few  brief  comments. 
He  stated  he  had  worked  downtown  for  35  years,  15  years  as  a City  employee 
and  20  years  in  the  private  sector  as  an  employer. 

Mr.  Bonar  said  that  he  was  working  for  the  City  at  the  time  Freimann  Square  was 
put  into  motion.  He  stated  that,  believe  it  or  not,  some  people  thought  Freimann 
Square  was  not  a good  idea,  that  the  City  should  not  take  that  land  off  the  tax 
roles  and  put  it  to  public  use.  However,  he  didn't  think  many  of  the  people  who 
held  that  view  are  still  around  today  because  he  didn't  think  anyone  could  look  at 
Freimann  Park,  and  what  it's  done  for  downtown,  and  really  question  whether  it 
was  a bad  investment  on  the  part  of  the  City.  Mr.  Bonar  concluded  that  the 
project  being  discussed  today,  the  courthouse  green,  greatly  paralleled  the 
concerns  voiced  in  the  Freimann  Square  project. 

He  concluded  by  saying  he  was  present  at  the  dedication  of  Freimann  Square  and 
that  he  hoped  he  would  be  at  the  dedication  of  this  proposed  park. 
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Jack  Lehman 

Mr.  Jack  Lehman  introduced  himself  as  chairman  and  CEO  of  Fort  Wayne  National 
Bank  (FWNB)  and  he  was  present  to  speak  on  behalf  of  the  project.  He  said  that 
funding  this  project  was  a very  prudent  use  of  funds. 

Mr.  Lehman  stated  he  was  in  his  40th  year  at  the  FWNB  and  that  FWNB  did  serve 
as  trustee  of  the  Frank  Freimann  Charitable  Trust  which  sponsored  two  major 
downtown  projects,  Freimann  Park  and  half  of  the  Botanical  Gardens.  He  said  in 
his  opinion,  those  projects  did  not  reduce  the  tax  base  downtown  but  rather 
enhanced  it,  as  Mr.  Wesner  had  already  pointed  out. 

Mr.  Lehman  said  in  1970,  the  FWNB  building  was  the  first  newly  constructed 
building  in  downtown  in  a long  time.  He  said  one  of  its  effects  on  the  community 
was  to  stimulate  a period  of  downtown  construction  and  development  that  is  just 
now  culminating  with  the  construction  of  Headwaters  Park  and  perhaps  this 
proposed  project  of  a courthouse  green. 

Initially,  Mr.  Lehman  said  the  Redevelopment  Commission  donated  the  land  for 
Freimann  Park,  and  the  landscape  architect  proposed  a design  that  cost  $1  million 
for  the  park.  FWNB  had  a co-trustee  in  Chicago  that  said  $1  million  was  too  much 
money  and  $750,000  was  set  as  the  cost  to  complete  Freimann  Park.  Mr. 

Lehman  thought  that  was  a very  judicious  use  of  $750,000.  He  also  did  not  think 
Standard  Federal,  NIPSCO,  nor  Haller  Colvin  would  be  located  where  they  were  if 
not  for  Freimann  Park. 

Mr.  Lehman  said  downtown  was  very  attractive  and  that  this  project  would 
enhance  it  and  make  it  even  more  attractive.  “We  have  a cause  and  effect  going 
on  here,”  he  said  and  commented  that  the  tax  base  will  only  be  enhanced  by  a 
courthouse  green.  Moreover,  he  said  the  green  will  “set  off  the  Courthouse  like  it 
should  be." 

Early  in  Mr.  Lehman's  career,  he  said  he  was  in  the  trust  business  and  had  a 
customer  named  Charlie  Royce  who  was  in  his  nineties.  At  the  time,  construction 
of  the  Performing  Arts  Center  was  just  being  finished  and  there  was  some 
controversy  over  it  due  to  the  design  by  the  architect.  Mr.  Lehman  said  Mr.  Royce 
chuckled  and  said  “You  should  have  been  around  here  when  they  built  the 
Courthouse,  was  that  ever  controversial!  All  the  money  they  spent  on  the 
Courthouse....”  Mr.  Lehman  stated  that  Mr.  Royce  then  looked  at  the  Courthouse 
and  said,  “There  it  is.  Weren't  they  wise  in  1900  when  they  did  that?” 

Mr.  Lehman  then  concluded  his  remarks  by  telling  the  Commissioners  that  he 
thought  the  City  had  an  opportunity  to  be  "wise"  again. 

(End  Public  Testimonials) 

Mr.  Lehman's  comments  ended  the  testimonials  in  favor  of  the  project. 
Commissioner  Powell  asked  one  more  time  if  anyone  wished  to  speak  in  favor  of 
Amendment  IX.  No  one  else  stepped  forward.  Commissioner  Powell  then  stated 
that  the  speaker  sign-up  sheet  did  not  list  anyone  who  wished  to  speak  against 
the  Amendment  and  if  someone  did,  to  please  step  forward  at  that  time.  Again, 
no  one  stepped  forward. 
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Mr.  Fletcher  remarked  for  the  record  that  he  had  received  a letter  in  support  of  the 
project  from  a Mr.  Robert  Zahrt,  professor  of  architecture  at  IU-PU  (IPFW)  in  Ft. 
Wayne.  He  said  the  Commissioners  should  all  have  a copy  of  it.  Mr.  Fletcher 
stated  that  Mr.  Zahrt  basically  echoed  everything  that  had  already  been  said  at  the 
public  hearing,  therefore  he  would  not  read  it.  However,  he  did  want  to  put  it  into 
the  public  record. 

Commissioner  Powell  asked  if  there  was  anything  further  to  discuss  in  the  public 
hearing  or  if  the  other  Commissioners  had  any  questions  or  comments.  Hearing 
none,  Commissioner  Powell  thanked  everyone  for  showing  up  and  sharing  their 
views  in  what  appeared  to  be  overwhelming  support  for  Amendment  IX. 

The  public  hearing  adjourned  at  approximately  5:20pm. 


ADOPTED: 
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FORT  WAYNE  REDEVELOPMENT  COMMISSION 


REGULAR  MEETING  MINUTES 
May  20,  1996 


TIME:  5:25  p.m. 

PLACE:  City-County  Bldg.  - Rm.  128 

MEMBERS  PRESENT:  John  B.  Powell  - President 

R.  Steven  Hill  - V.  President 
George  F.  Simler,  III  - Secretary 
Benjamin  A.  Eisbart  - Member 
Steven  E.  McElhoe  - Member 


MEMBERS  ABSENT:  None 

STAFF  PRESENT:  Ronald  R.  Fletcher  - Executive  Director 

James  C.  Lindsay  - Redevelopment  Specialist 
Loren  Kravig  - Redevelopment  Specialist 
Karyn  Heiney  - Administrative  Assistant 


COUNSEL  PRESENT:  R.  David  Boyer 


OTHERS  PRESENT:  Representatives  of  the  news  media 


CALL  TO  ORDER 


Mr.  Powell  called  to  order  this  regular  meeting  of  the  Fort  Wayne  Redevelopment 
Commission. 


ROLL  CALL 

It  was  noted  for  the  record  that  all  Commissioners  were  present  at  this  meeting. 

APPROVAL  OF  CLAIMS 

Mr.  Eisbart  motioned  for  approval  of  the  March  1996  claims  and  Mr.  Hill  did  second. 
The  claims  were  unanimously  approved. 

APPROVAL  OF  MINUTES 

Mr.  Eisbart  motioned  to  approve  the  four  sets  of  minutes  as  submitted.  Mr.  Hill  did 
second  the  motion.  The  motion  passed  unanimously  and  the  minutes  of  the  March 
13th  Special  Meeting,  the  March  18th  Public  Hearing  and  Regular  Meeting,  and  the 
April  15th  Regular  Meeting  were  approved. 

OLD  BUSINESS 

None 
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NEW  BUSINESS 
Resolution  96-27 

Confirmatory  Resolution:  Amendment  No.  IX  to  the  Civic  Center  Urban  Renewal  Plan 
and  Allocation  Area 

Mr.  Fletcher  began  by  stating  the  last  resolution  on  the  agenda,  Resolution  96-35, 
related  to  the  Confirmatory  in  that  it  would  select  the  appraisers  who  would  perform 
the  appraisal  services  for  the  block  cited  under  Amendment  IX.  He  asked,  therefore, 
that  Confirmatory  Resolution  96-27  be  tabled  until  the  appraisals  have  been  received 
since  appraised  value  of  the  property  would  be  a substantial  factor  in  deciding 
whether  to  go  forward  with  the  project  or  not. 

Mr.  Simler  asked  how  long  it  would  take  to  perform  the  appraisals.  Mr.  Fletcher 
stated  that  he  had  asked  that  all  the  appraisers  be  able  to  give  him  a verbal  figure 
within  30  days  of  contract  execution.  Mr.  Simler  asked  if  that  would  be  in  time  for 
next  month's  meeting  and  Mr.  Fletcher  said  possibly,  but  not  definitely.  Therefore, 
to  avoid  the  necessity  of  perhaps  calling  a special  meeting  just  to  take  action  on  one 
resolution  (Confirmatory),  Mr.  Fletcher  stated  he  would  most  likely  wait  until  he  had 
the  appraisal  figures  back  before  calling  the  next  Commission  meeting. 

Mr.  Powell  asked  the  for  date  of  the  next  scheduled  meeting  which  was  June  17, 
1996.  It  was  noted  that  the  popular  local  Mad  Anthony  event  would  also  be  held 
that  day  as  well  as  the  Republican  State  Convention,  which  Mr.  Powell  indicated  he 
would  be  attending.  No  other  Commissioners  voiced  any  problem  with  that  date, 
however. 

Subsequently,  Mr.  Hill  moved  to  table  Resolution  96-27  and  Mr.  Simler  did  second  the 
motion.  It  passed  unanimously. 

Mr.  Powell  then  asked  to  move  directly  to  Resolution  96-35  which  dealt  with  the 
selection  of  appraisers  for  Amendment  IX. 


Resolution  96-35 

Selecting  the  appraisers  and  approving  a contract  for  appraisal  services  for  the  Civic 
Center  Urban  Renewal  Area  Amendment  IX 

Mr.  Fletcher  explained  that  the  Commission  had  requested  he  do  an  invitational  bid 
for  this  project  so  as  to  include  some  outside  appraisers.  He  stated  each  bidder's  fee 
and  identified  where  each  appraiser  presently  had  a business  address.  He  stated  Mr. 
Lauver  was  unable  to  quote  due  to  time  conflicts,  but  that  he  was  from  South  Bend. 
Mr.  McKee,  from  Indianapolis,  quoted  $14,300;  Mr.  Misner,  locally,  was  $13,000; 
Mr.  Mitchell,  (also  local),  quoted  $13,500;  and  Mr.  Stump,  from  Indianapolis,  quoted 
$12,500.  Mr.  Fletcher  also  added  that  Mr.  Mitchell  conditioned  his  quote,  by  saying 
due  to  other  commitments  he  could  not  provide  services  within  30  days,  but  could 
do  so  within  60  days. 

Mr.  Fletcher  stated  he  was  not  making  a recommendation  as  to  who  would  be  the 
best  qualified  to  do  the  job.  He  wanted  the  Commissioners  to  make  that 
determination  on  their  own.  Mr.  Powell  observed  that  the  two  lowest  bid  quotes 
came  from  one  local  and  one  non-local  appraiser.  He  recommended,  therefore,  that 
the  Commission  select  the  lowest  bidders  because  by  doing  so,  it  would  provide 
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better  objectivity  in  determining  market  value  of  the  block.  He  said  the  appraisals 
were  going  to  be  very  important  in  the  decision  to  confirm  the  Amendment  or  not. 

Mr.  Eisbart  moved  to  approve  the  selection  of  the  two  lowest  bidders,  Mr.  Stump  and 
Mr.  Misner.  Mr.  Simler  did  second  the  motion.  Resolution  96-35  was  approved 
unanimously,  selecting  the  aforementioned  appraisers. 

Mr.  Powell  then  asked  if  items  from  No.  2 to  No.  8 on  the  agenda  required  any 
special  deliberations  which  would  necessitate  Mr.  Eisbart's  presence  for  discussion 
and/or  action.  He  stated  Mr.  Eisbart  had  a previous  commitment  scheduled  and 
needed  to  leave  the  meeting  as  soon  as  possible.  Mr.  Fletcher  gave  a brief  outline 
of  the  remaining  items,  none  of  which  demanded  Mr.  Eisbart's  presence  and  Mr. 
Eisbart  did  leave  the  meeting  at  that  time. 


Resolution  96-28 

Allowing  the  designation  of  property  as  an  Economic  Revitalization  Area  for  Jack  E. 
Roebel  in  the  Civic  Center  Urban  Renewal  Area 

Mr.  Fletcher  explained  that  the  Commission  recently  sold  a commercial  unit  in 
Midtowne  Crossing  to  local  attorney,  Jack  Roebel.  He  said  Mr.  Roebel  plans  to  put 
approximately  $190,000  into  build-out  of  the  unit  and  has  requested  tax  abatement. 

Mr.  Lindsay  stated  that  the  unit  sold  was  the  Groth  Building  at  912  S.  Calhoun  Street 
which  has  been  vacant  since  1990.  He  said  Mr.  Roebel  plans  to  build  out  the  street 
level  and  basement  portions  of  the  condominium  for  expansion  of  his  legal  practice. 
An  exercise  room  and  storage  space  are  planned  for  the  basement  and  the  street  level 
will  be  occupied  by  offices. 

Mr.  Lindsay  said  that  Mr.  Roebel  will  spend  $190,000  and  plans  to  expand  his  staff 
of  seven  people  to  a total  of  ten,  increasing  his  payroll  by  approximately  $80,000. 
He  added  that  the  Commissioners  must  approve  the  designation  of  an  Economic 
Revitalization  Area,  due  to  the  building's  location  in  the  Civic  Center  Urban  Renewal 
Area,  before  tax  abatement  can  be  granted  by  City  Council. 

Mr.  Hill  motioned  for  approval  of  said  resolution  and  Mr.  McElhoe  did  second.  The 
resolution  was  passed  unanimously  by  the  remaining  four  Commissioners. 


Resolution  96-29 

Ratifying  and  approving  a contract  with  Maintenance  Management  Company,  Inc. 

Mr.  Fletcher  stated  that  the  Indiana  Textile  building  had  been  in  poor  shape  on  the 
inside  with  quite  of  bit  of  debris  strewn  about  it.  He  stated  Mr.  Kravig  had  secured 
a cleaning  company  to  do  some  cleanup  and  to  dispose  of  the  debris,  all  at  a total 
cost  of  $350. 

Mr.  Simler  motioned  for  passage  of  Resolution  96-29  and  Mr.  Hill  did  second.  The 
motion  passed  unanimously. 
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Resolution  96-30 

Ratifying  and  approving  a contract  with  Anderson  Surveying,  Inc. 

Mr.  Fletcher  stated  that  Anderson  Surveying  had  done  the  original  survey  on  the 
Baker  Street  Train  Station  property  and,  due  to  the  recent  sale  of  the  Station,  an 
updated  survey  was  needed.  He  said  Anderson  charged  a fee  of  $295  to  do  the 
update. 

Mr.  McElhoe  moved  to  approved  said  resolution  and  Mr.  Hill  did  second  the  motion. 
The  resolution  passed  unanimously. 


Resolution  96-31 

Ratifying  and  approving  a contract  with  First  Land  Title  Company,  Inc. 

Again,  in  association  with  the  recent  closing  on  the  Baker  Street  Train  Station,  Mr. 
Fletcher  stated  that  updated  titlework  was  required.  First  Land  Title  provided  that 
service  at  a cost  of  $150. 

Mr.  McElhoe  moved  approval  of  said  resolution  and  Mr.  Hill  did  second.  The  motion 
carried  unanimously,  approving  Resolution  96-31. 


Bas.p.lution  96-32 

Awarding  a contract  to  Dreibelbiss  Title  Company,  Inc. 

Mr.  Fletcher  explained  that  the  resolution  would  approve  the  cost  of  titlework  for  the 
latest  acquisition  parcel  for  Headwaters  Park-a  portion  of  the  Don  Hall  Marital  Trust 
property  just  north  of  the  Gas  House  at  Superior  and  Barr  Streets. 

Mr.  Simler  moved  approval  of  this  resolution  and  Mr.  Hill  did  second  the  motion.  The 
resolution  was  approved  unanimously. 


Resolution  96-33 

Authorizing  the  collection  of  tax  increment  from  the  allocation  area  associated  with 
the  Baer  Field  Economic  Development  Area 

Mr.  Fletcher  stated  that  the  Baer  Field  Economic  Development  was  created  by  the 
Commission  in  early  1996.  The  area  consists  of  approximately  1000  acres  in 
southwest  Ft.  Wayne  of  which  approximately  750  acres  are  presently  undeveloped. 
He  said  there  is  very  little  tax  increment  being  generated  in  the  area  at  the  moment, 
but  what  little  is  being  generated  should  be  collected. 

Mr.  Fletcher  stated  that  the  Commission  must  therefore  submit  notice  to  the  Allen 
County  Auditor  requesting  that  tax  increment  collection  commence  in  the  Baer  Field 
Economic  Development  Area  with  the  coming  “1996  pay  1997"  tax  year. 

This  notification  will  inform  the  Auditor  that  this  increment  collection  is  necessary  in 
order  to  fund  public  improvements  in  said  Area. 

Mr.  Simler  motioned  for  passage  of  Resolution  96-33  and  Mr.  McElhoe  did  second. 
The  Resolution  passed  unanimously. 
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Resolution  96-34 

Approving  a change  order  to  the  Leeper's  Lawn  Service  contract 

Mr.  Kravig  stated  that  the  Commission  was  in  its  first  year  of  the  landscaping 
maintenance  contract  on  the  City  surface  parking  lot  (at  Superior  and  Clinton).  He 
said  maintenance  included  spring  cleanup.  During  the  course  of  this  cleanup,  it  was 
discovered  that  snow  removal  during  the  winter  had  deposited  a large  amount  of 
gravel  in  the  mulch  beds.  This  condition  was  not  foreseeable  by  the  landscaper,  nor 
was  it  caused  by  him,  but  it  did  require  a number  of  manhours  by  the  landscaper  to 
remove  the  gravel.  Mr.  Kravig  reminded  the  Commissioners  that  the  gravel 
accumulation  during  snow  removal  was  caused  by  the  lack  of  topcoating  on  the 
parking  surface.  He  said  the  topcoat  was  unable  to  be  put  on  during  initial 
construction  because  of  the  lateness  in  the  year  and  the  cold  temperatures. 

Mr.  McElhoe  moved  for  passage  of  Resolution  96-34  and  Mr.  Hill  did  second  the 
motion.  The  Resolution  passed  unanimously. 


OTHER  BUSINESS 

Mr.  Kravig  stated  that  the  Ft.  Wayne  Jaycees  had  been  running  a “good  program” 
(haunted  house)  down  at  the  Baker  Street  Train  Station.  Since  the  Station  had  been 
sold,  the  local  Jaycees  organization  was  looking  for  a new  home  for  its  annual 
haunted  house  fundraiser.  Mr.  Kravig  said  that  the  Armory  would  be  a potential 
candidate  and  the  Jaycees  have  formally  asked  to  use  it  this  fall. 

Mr.  Kravig  said  that  it  is  unclear  at  the  present  as  to  the  disposition  of  the  Armory  but 
it  is  anticipated  that  the  City,  or  the  Redevelopment  Commission,  will  come  to  own 
the  building.  Moreover,  assuming  City  or  Commission  ownership,  there  has  been  no 
definite  decision  yet  as  to  whether  the  building  will  be  demolished  or  not.  But  should 
the  building  come  down,  Mr.  Kravig  stated  it  mostly  likely  would  not  occur  until  after 
the  Jaycees  needed  it  anyway. 

However,  Mr.  Kravig  said  that  the  Jaycees  indicated  a need  to  start  their  planning 
process  as  soon  as  possible  and  would  like  to  go  forward  with  some  type  of  approval 
for  use,  if  possible.  Mr.  Kravig  stated  he  would  ask  that  the  Commissioners  voice 
some  type  of  approval,  disapproval,  or  even  an  inclination  as  to  the  idea  of  the 
Jaycees  using  the  Armory  this  fall.  By  doing  so,  the  Commission's  position  could  be 
entered  into  the  meeting  minutes,  and  follow-up  action  would  only  require  a formal 
resolution  and  an  acceptable  land  use  contract  with  the  Jaycees. 

Mr.  Kravig  did  allow  that  should  the  Board  of  Public  Works  wind  up  owning  the 
Armory,  the  Jaycees  would  then  need  to  obtain  permission  from  it  as  to  their  ability 
ability  to  use  building,  a sequence  of  events  that  would  be  somewhat  redundant  of 
today's. 

Mr.  Powell  asked  for  a motion  to  approve  the  Armory's  use  by  the  Jaycees  for  a 
haunted  house,  said  approval  given  with  the  understanding  that  the  contract  would 
be  similar  to  past  years'  provisions  and  approval  would  be  granted  by  the  appropriate 
(owning)  body  of  government.  Mr.  Simler  motioned  for  such  approval  and  Mr. 
McElhoe  did  second  the  motion.  The  motion  passed  unanimously. 

As  the  meeting  drew  to  a close,  Mr.  Fletcher  commented  that  he  thought  the  public 
hearing  turned  out  very  well,  with  a lot  of  people  showing  up  to  speak.  All  the 
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Commissioners  agreed,  stating  testimony  was  almost  moving  at  times.  Mr.  Hill 
commented  that  there  was  a lot  of  attachment  to  the  Courthouse  by  the  community 
and  Mr.  Simler  stated  he  was  surprised  and  pleased  to  hear  testimony  from  such  a 
variety  of  public  representation. 

There  was  also  some  discussion  about  the  idea  of  using  some  of  the  architectural 
pieces  from  the  Dreibelbiss  Building  in  the  design  of  the  courthouse  green. 

With  no  further  business  to  discuss,  the  meeting  was  adjourned  at  approximately 


6:00  p.m. 
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FORT  WAYNE  REDEVELOPMENT  COMMISSION 


EXECUTIVE  MEETING  MINUTES 
July  15,  1996 


TIME:  4:30  p.m. 

PLACE:  City-County  Bldg.  - Rm.  128 

MEMBERS  PRESENT:  John  B.  Powell  - President 

R.  Steven  Hill  - V.  President 
George  F.  Simler,  III  - Secretary 
Benjamin  A.  Eisbart  - Member 
Steven  E.  McElhoe  - Member 


MEMBERS  ABSENT:  None 

STAFF  PRESENT:  Ronald  R.  Fletcher  - Executive  Director 

James  C.  Lindsay  - Redevelopment  Specialist 
Loren  Kravig  - Redevelopment  Specialist 
Karyn  Heiney  - Administrative  Assistant 


COUNSEL  PRESENT:  R.  David  Boyer 


OTHERS  PRESENT:  None 


CALL  TO  ORDER  Mr.  Powell  called  to  order  this  executive  session  meeting 

of  the  Fort  Wayne  Redevelopment  Commission. 

ROLL  CALL  It  was  noted  for  the  record  that  all  Commissioners  were 

present  at  this  meeting. 


Discussion  ensued  concerning  purchase  of  real  property  as  allowed  under  Indiana 
Code  5-14-1. 5-6. 1(b)(2)(D). 

It  is  hereby  certified  that  all  discussion  of  business  at  the  July  15,  1996  executive 
session  meeting  of  the  Fort  Wayne  Redevelopent  Commission  pertained  only  to  the 
subject  matter  as  referenced  by  Indiana  Code  5-1 4-1 .5-6. 1 (b)(2)(D)  and  as  specified 
in  the  meeting's  public  notice. 

The  meeting  adjourned  at  approximately  5:00pm. 
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FORT  WAYNE  REDEVELOPMENT  COMMISSION 


REGULAR  MEETING  MINUTES 
July  15,  1996 


TIME:  5:00  p.m. 

PLACE:  City-County  Bldg.  - Rm.  128 

MEMBERS  PRESENT:  John  B.  Powell  - President 

R.  Steven  Hill  - V.  President 
George  F.  Simler,  III  - Secretary 
Benjamin  A.  Eisbart  - Member 
Steven  E.  McElhoe  - Member 


MEMBERS  ABSENT:  None 

STAFF  PRESENT:  Ronald  R.  Fletcher  - Executive  Director 

James  C.  Lindsay  - Redevelopment  Specialist 
Loren  Kravig  - Redevelopment  Specialist 
Karyn  Heiney  - Administrative  Assistant 


COUNSEL  PRESENT:  R.  David  Boyer 


OTHERS  PRESENT:  Representatives  of  the  news  media 


CALL  TO  ORDER 


Mr.  Powell  called  to  order  this  regular  meeting  of  the  Fort  Wayne  Redevelopment 
Commission. 

ROLL  CALL 

It  was  noted  for  the  record  that  all  Commissioners  were  present  at  this  meeting. 

APPROVAL  OF  CLAIMS 

Mr.  Eisbart  motioned  for  approval  of  the  April  and  May  1996  claims  and  Mr.  Hill  did 
second.  The  claims  were  unanimously  approved. 

APPROVAL  OF  MINUTES 

Mr.  Simler  motioned  to  approve  the  May  20,  1996  Public  Hearing  and  Regular 
Meeting  Minutes  as  submitted.  Mr.  Eisbart  did  second  the  motion.  The  Minutes  were 
approved  by  unanimous  vote. 

OLD  BUSINESS 

None 

NEW  BUSINESS 

Update  - Old  Standard  Federal  Block  Project 

Mr.  Fletcher  stated  that  the  appraisers,  Larry  Misner  of  Ft.  Wayne  and  Will  Stump  of 
Indianapolis,  have  completed  a substantial  part  of  their  appraisal  study.  Per  contract, 
the  appraisers  were  to  provide  a preliminary  value  by  approximately  the  first  week  of 
July  which  they  have  both  done.  Mr.  Fletcher  stated  that  these  values  seem  to  be 
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"very  encouraging”  as  they  relate  to  the  project  (Courthouse  Green).  However,  in 
fairness  to  the  appraisers,  he  recommended  waiting  until  their  final  written  appraisal 
reports  were  actually  in  hand  before  releasing  any  appraised  values.  Once  received, 
the  Commission  would  then  analyze  the  reports  to  determine  that  the  appraised  value 
has  been  acceptably  established.  Mr.  Fletcher  said  that  the  final  reports  are  due  in 
by  the  first  week  in  August. 

Mr.  Fletcher  completed  the  update  by  stating  that  the  Commission  is  very  much  in 
favor  of  the  (Courthouse  Green)  project  and  wants  to  be  able  to  give  it  all  due 
consideration  after  having  received  the  written  appraisals. 

Mr.  Powell  asked  that  once  the  final  numbers  (appraised  values)  had  been  received, 
would  the  Commission  then  be  deciding  what  its  obligations  in  the  project  would  be? 
Mr.  Fletcher  confirmed  that  would  be  the  case. 

There  was  no  further  discussion  on  the  Old  Standard  Federal  block  pending 
acquisition. 


Resolution  96-36 

Allowing  the  designation  of  property  as  an  Economic  Revitalization  Area  for  Baker 
Street  Station,  L.L.P.  in  the  Baker  Street  Urban  Renewal  Area 

Mr.  Lindsay  stated  he  would  be  speaking  for  Mr.  Vic  Martin,  one  of  the  partners  in 
Baker  Street  Station,  L.L.P.,  since  Mr.  Martin  would  be  unable  to  attend  the  meeting 
that  afternoon. 

Mr.  Lindsay  recapped  that  at  the  April  15th  meeting,  Mr.  Martin  had  presented  a 
design  scheme  for  the  Station.  The  Commission  also  agreed  to  enter  into  a 
development  agreement  with  his  partnership  based  on  said  design  scheme,  a scheme 
which  also  defined  future  Station  usage.  Mr.  Lindsay  went  on  to  say  that  this 
resolution  addressed  the  partnership's  request  for  Economic  Revitalization  Area 
designation  from  the  Commission  in  order  for  apply  for  tax  abatement  approval  (from 
City  Council). 

Mr.  Lindsay  stated  that  Mr.  Martin  and  his  partnership  anticipated  investing 
approximately  $900,000  in  Station  development.  The  abatement  application  before 
the  Commission  reflected  a retainage  of  29  current  jobs  at  Mr.  Martin's  firm,  Martin 
Riley  Mock,  as  well  as  an  addition  of  two  more  jobs  having  a cumulative  increase  in 
payroll  $45,000.  As  for  project  status,  Mr.  Lindsay  stated  that  the  project  is 
presently  under  construction  and  he  also  reported  the  following: 

- State  approval  has  been  obtained; 

- All  building  permits  have  been  secured; 

- Interior  demolition  is  95%  complete; 

- Construction  of  the  second  stairway  is  substantially  complete; 

- All  windows,  mechanical  (HVAC)  installations,  and  plumbing  are  on  order; 

- Electrical  is  approximately  55-60%  complete; 

- The  building  has  been  broken  into  twice;  and 

- There  are  storm  and  sanitary  drainage  problems  (City  is  investigating). 

Mr.  Lindsay  stated  that  Mr.  Martin  still  projects  an  October  31 /November  1 
occupancy  date.  He  conveyed  Mr.  Martin's  invitation  to  the  Commissioners  to  take 
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a walk-through  of  the  building  as  well  as  to  ask  any  questions  they  might  have.  He 
added  that  Mr.  Kravig  had  recently  been  through  the  building  and  might  have  some 
additional  comments  on  the  project. 

Mr.  Kravig  initial  comment  was  that  there  should  be  no  more  break-ins  to  the  building 
since  the  tunnel  leading  to  the  tracks  has  been  walled  up  recently. 

In  response  to  Mr.  Eisbart's  question  as  to  whether  Martin  Riley  Mock  has  found  any 
“surprises”  yet  in  the  project,  Mr.  Kravig  only  mentioned  the  drainage  problems.  He 
said  he  was  personally  surprised  by  those  problems  because  when  AMTRAK  vacated 
the  building  in  1990,  there  was  no  evidence  of  such  a situation.  However,  it  appears 
that  currently,  the  City  literally  does  not  know  where  the  building  ties  into  the 
wastewater  system.  Mr.  Kravig  added  that  the  problem  is  under  investigation  and 
that  other  than  this,  there  have  been  no  other  unanticipated  situations  for  the 
developer. 

Mr.  Fletcher  pointed  out  that  the  original  development  agreement  with  Baker  Street 
Station,  L.L.P.,  called  for  an  initial  investment  of  $500,000  from  the  partnership.  He 
noted  that  currently,  and  Mr.  Lindsay  concurred,  the  initial  investment  has  increased 
to  approximately  $900,000. 

With  no  further  discussion  Mr.  Eisbart  moved  for  passage  of  Resolution  96-36  and 
Mr.  Hill  did  second  the  motion. 

Prior  to  the  vote,  Mr.  Powell  commented  on  two  items,  1)  he  would  be  abstaining 
from  the  vote  due  to  his  professional  relationship  with  Mr.  Martin  and  his  firm  (as 
attorney),  and  2)  that  Vic  Martin  had  spoken  with  him  recently  and  had  mentioned 
that  the  space  NOT  being  occupied  by  his  firm  (the  west  side  of  the  building)  was 
“looking  good”  as  far  as  being  leased  out.  Mr.  Kravig  concurred  with  this  statement, 
stating  he  had  met  earlier  in  the  day  with  Don  Steininger  who  was  the  other  principal 
in  the  Baker  Street  Station  partnership.  Mr.  Steininger  was  handling  the  building's 
leased  space  aspect  of  the  project  and  had  mentioned  the  same. 

With  no  further  comments  from  the  floor,  Mr.  Powell  called  for  the  vote.  Resolution 
96-36  passed  by  four  votes  for  approval  and  one  abstention. 


Besolution  96-37 

Approving  the  acquisition  of  the  former  Indiana  Army  National  Guard  Armory  at  330 
South  Clinton  Street 

Mr.  Fletcher  explained  that  past  acquisitions  for  Headwaters  Park  have  been  taken  in 
the  name  of  the  City's  Board  of  Public  Works  (BOW).  However,  due  to  the 
Commission's  relative  expertise  in  negotiating,  leasing,  developing,  marketing  the 
Armory,  etc.,  Mr.  Fletcher  said  the  City  administration  had  requested,  and  he  would 
also  recommend,  that  the  Commission  take  title  instead. 

Mr.  Fletcher  stated  that,  as  customary,  an  appraisal  was  done  to  establish  value  of 
the  property.  Although  the  Resolution  states  that  the  City's  portion  of  the  acquisition 
price  was  $29,255,  the  appraised  value  of  the  property  was  substantially  higher. 
However,  adjustments  to  the  value  were  made  downward  due  to  potential  demolition 
and/or  environmental  remediation  costs  that  will  be  necessary  in  order  to  prepare  the 
site/building  for  any  reuse  development. 
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Commission  staff  has  already  sent  out  approximately  75  Armory  RFPs  (Request  For 
Proposals)  and  there  will  be  a walk-through,  question-and-answer  session  held  on 
July  18th.  Mr.  Fletcher  hoped  there  would  be  a good  turnout  for  that. 

Mr.  Fletcher  recommended,  therefore,  that  the  Commission  approve  this  Resolution 
stating  an  acquisition  price  of  $29,255.  He  drew  the  Commissioners  attention  to  the 
attached  draft  contract  negotiated  originally  in  the  name  of  BOW.  The  only  change 
to  that  contract  would  be  wording  to  allow  Redevelopment  to  take  title  for  the  City. 
Additionally,  he  pointed  out  that  there  was  soil  and  possible  groundwater 
contamination  on  the  building's  west  side,  but  that  the  Armory  Board  has  agreed,  per 
the  contract,  to  clean  up  both  at  its  cost  until  remediation  reaches  a level  acceptable 
to  the  Indiana  Dept,  of  Environmental  Management  (IDEM).  Mr.  Fletcher  stated  there 
would  be  an  easement  evidenced  on  the  deed  that  would  give  the  Armory  Board 
access  to  the  property  to  perform  any  remediation.  The  easement  would  dissolve 
once  remediation  was  complete. 

The  Commissioners  wanted  reassurance  that  there  would  be  no  problem  taking  the 
Board  to  court  if  it  did  NOT  clean  up  said  stated  contamination.  Commission  counsel, 
Mr.  Boyer,  stated  there  would  no  problem  getting  the  case  to  court  for  that  reason. 

Mr.  Eisbart  asked  what  procedures  will  affect  determining  a reuse  for  the  property. 
Would  the  Commission  make  a developer  selection  from  RFP  responses  and  also  have 
to  seek  Headwaters  Park  Commission  (HPC)  approval  as  well?  Mr.  Fletcher  and  Mr. 
Boyer  both  responded  that  legally  the  Redevelopment  Commission,  as  owner  of 
record,  would  technically  control  the  property's  future  use.  However,  Mr.  Fletcher 
explained  that  he  sent  the  RFP  out  as  a joint  request  from  both  Commissions  and 
therefore  sees  the  Headwaters  Park  Commission  as  being  part  of  the  development 
proposal  review  committee. 

Mr.  Fletcher  went  on,  saying  that  a seven-member  committee  would  most  likely  be 
formed  in  order  to  review  the  proposals  for  Armory  reuse.  Both  Headwaters  Park  and 
Redevelopment  Commissions  would  each  select  three  individuals  to  the  committee 
and  a seventh  individual  would  be  chosen  by  the  Mayor.  Mr.  Fletcher  clarified  that 
the  review  committee  would  only  make  a recommendation  as  to  the  best  reuse 
proposal  and  that  the  final  decision  would  rest  with  the  Redevelopment  Commission. 

Mr.  Eisbart  asked  as  to  any  required  composition  of  individuals  on  the  committee, 
such  as  only  Commission  members,  or  only  the  general  public,  or  a mix,  etc.  Mr. 
Fletcher  responded  there  was  no  criteria  necessarily,  only  that  the  individuals  be 
chosen  by  each  entity  as  previously  referenced. 

Mr.  Powell  expressed  concern  regarding  the  State  (IDEM)  criteria  and  timetable  for 
determining  satisfactory  remediation  of  contamination  by  the  Armory  Board.  He 
thought  the  level  of  acceptable  remediation  by  IDEM  would  be  difficult  to  know  and 
plan  for  (since  it  depends  on  what  contamination  problems  exist)  and  that  it  would 
be  difficult  to  estimate  how  long  remediation  could  take.  Mr.  Fletcher  agreed,  stating 
no  one  really  knows  if  it  might  be  a year,  or  less,  or  more. 

Mr.  Powell  also  expressed  concern  that  even  if  IDEM  gives  its  OK  as  to  the  level  of 
remediation  based  on  its  standards,  a contamination  problem,  or  perception  of  such, 
may  still  exist.  Moreover,  the  unknown  timeframe  necessary  for  the  remediation 
process  itself  could  impact  the  new  development  by,  i.e.,  imposing  significant  delays 
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in  construction.  Mr.  Powell  mentioned  that  even  the  easement  right  could  become 
a potential  problem  if,  for  any  reason,  IDEM  will  not  release  it. 

Mr.  Fletcher  stated  his  understanding  is  that  the  National  Guard  will  go  in  and  remove 
any  source  of  contamination  which  he  said  would  be  all  the  contaminated  soil.  He 
anticipates  there  may  be  groundwater  contamination  as  well  which  means  the  Guard 
will  fill  in  the  area  where  the  contaminated  soil  was  removed  and  then  sink  a well  in 
order  to  pump  out  the  contaminated  water.  Once  IDEM  certifies  remediation  is 
sufficient,  Mr.  Fletcher  stated  that  the  Guard  would  "walk  away  from  it.” 

Mr.  Powell  asked  if  it  was  a safe  assumption  that  if  IDEM  gives  its  approval  that  the 
site  has  been  sufficiently  remediated,  then  the  Commission  will  not  have  to  deal  with 
IDEM  on  the  issue  again.  Mr.  Fletcher  stated  that  was  his  understanding. 

With  no  further  discussion,  Mr.  Powell  asked  for  a motion  to  approve  Resolution  96- 
37  which  was  so  moved  by  Mr.  Simler.  Mr.  Hill  did  second  the  motion.  The 
Resolution  passed  unanimously. 


Resolution  96-38 

Approving  a contract  with  Envirosolve  Environmental  Management,  Inc. 


Mr.  Fletcher  explained  that  four  previously  unknown  (underground  storage)  tanks 
were  found  onsite  during  demolition  at  Headwaters  Park  and  asked  Mr.  Kravig  to  go 
over  the  details. 

Mr.  Kravig  stated  that  the  Commission  has  been  lucky  thus  far  in  that  throughout  the 
22  acres  of  Headwaters  Park  acquisition  there  have  been  very  few  instances  of 
additional  tank  discovery.  A review  of  the  initial  Phase  I environmental  report  on  Sid 
Barasch's  National  Auto  Radio  parcel  (Parcel  8)  showed  that  all  appropriate  records 
had  been  checked  by  the  environmental  consultant  and  nothing  indicated  that  these 
four  additional  underground  tanks  existed.  Mr.  Kravig  said  there  was  no  evidence  on 
the  surface  either  that  would  indicate  the  presence  of  the  tanks. 

Mr.  Kravig  said  that  to  date  that  there  was  no  information  available  as  to  who  used 
these  tanks  nor  for  what  purpose  they  were  used.  Mr.  Kravig  stated  that  Mr.  Barasch 
had  been  fixing  radios  on  the  site  since  the  early  1960’s  and  the  tanks  did  not  belong 
to  his  operation.  Prior  to  that  the  site  had  been  built  and  used  as  a truck  depot  but 
the  type  and  arrangement  of  these  particular  tanks  would  not  be  considered  typical 
fora  truck  depot.  ATEC  (Headwaters  Park  environmental  consulting  firm)  told  him 
that  the  design  and  close  clustering  of  the  four  tanks  was  an  arrangement  similar  to 
ones  that  have  been  seen  which  date  back  to  the  1920’s.  These  were,  therefore, 
very  old  tanks  . Mr.  Kravig  said  the  remains  of  whatever  had  been  stored  in  the  tanks 
years  ago  now  consisted  of  mineral  spirits  and  water. 

Due  to  the  presence  of  the  mineral  spirits  and  its  high  flashpoint,  Mr.  Kravig  said  it 
was  necessary  to  hire  a company  that  specialized  in  the  disposal  of  this  type  of 
material  as  opposed  to  having  ATEC  handle  it.  The  lowest  bidder  for  the  job  was 
Envirosolve  with  a bid  not  to  exceed  $4,900.  Mr.  Kravig  said  he  has  taken 
approximate  measures  on  the  material  to  be  disposed  of  and  anticipates  the  job  to 
cost  around  $4,000  since  it  is  based  on  a unit  price. 
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Mr.  Kravig  stated  that  Envirosolve  acts  as  a broker  for  the  various  materials  it 
recovers  and  disposes  of,  and  will  pump  the  materials  out  of  the  temporary  holding 
tanks  layer  by  layer.  Each  layer  will  then  go  to  a respective  end  receptor  such  as  the 
landfill  or  a person  who  may  recycle  or  reblend  the  product.  Envirosolve  will  do  its 
own  series  of  test  on  the  materials  because  its  receiving  customers  must  meet  certain 
criteria  for  accepting  the  materials,  criteria  which  are  determined  by  the  particular  EPA 
license  held  by  each  customer.  Mr.  Kravig  said  there  was  a possibility  that  during 
Envirosolve's  testing  that  additional  material  may  be  discovered  which  might  affect 
the  total  price,  but  it  was  not  likely. 

Mr.  Fletcher  stated  that  part  of  the  tank  discovery  problem  is  because  certain 
Headwaters  Park  construction  must  dig  down  into  the  ground  approximately  six  feet 
or  more.  This  depth  was  required  because  Headwaters  workers  were  laying 
foundations  and  then  coming  back  over  them  with  the  (Plaza)  wall  for  the  raised 
“overlook”  (Crescent  Overlook)  design  concept.  Mr.  Fletcher  commented  that  when 
the  Three  Rivers  Ambulance  Authority  (TRAA)  building  came  down  the  same  problem 
may  occur  because  there  will  be  deep  digging  in  that  area  as  well. 

As  an  aside,  Mr.  Fletcher  stated  that  demolition  of  the  TRAA  building  had  begun  that 
very  day  and  that  the  building  would  be  down  by  the  following  day. 

Mr.  Simler  moved  for  approval  of  Resolution  96-38  and  Mr.  Hill  did  second.  The 
motion  carried  unanimously. 


Resolution  96-39 

Ratifying  and  approving  Change  Order  No.  1 to  a contract  for  professional  services 
with  Contech  Engineers,  Inc. 

Mr.  Fletcher  stated  that  this  change  order  was  due  to  the  extra  services  required  from 
Contech  Engineers  on  the  Plaza  Parking  Garage.  He  stated  that  Contech  designed 
additional  plans/specs  for  a TV  hook-up  and  the  north  security  fence,  as  well  as 
performed  extra  work  associated  with  several  change  orders  required  by  the  general 
contractor  (Hagerman)  during  construction  (de-watering,  overexcavation,  footings, 
etc.).  Mr.  Fletcher  stated  the  backup  documentation  for  this  Resolution  was 
faxed/mailed  to  each  Commission  around  June  10th  for  review  and  prior  approval. 

The  additional  services  provided  increased  the  total  cost  of  Contech's  contract  on  this 
project  from  $1 95,200.00  to  $205,325.00,  an  increase  of  $10,125.00.  Mr.  Fletcher 
confirmed  through  Mr.  Lindsay,  however,  that  the  “net  change  orders”  (additions  to 
contract  less  deletions  pursuant  to  allowances)  on  construction  of  the  garage  was 
approximately  $8,500.00.  He  said  this  meant  that  after  computation  of  all  change 
orders  and  allowances  to  date,  the  Commission  was  still  under  budget  on  the  project. 

Mr.  McElhoe  motioned  for  approval  of  Resolution  96-39  and  Mr.  Eisbart  did  second. 
The  motion  carried  unanimously. 


Resolution  96-40 

Ratifying  and  approving  an  additional  expenditure  for  the  Plaza  Parking  Garage  project 

Mr.  Fletcher  explained  that  originally  the  communication  line  from  the  cashier's  booth 
to  the  entrance/exit  lanes  was  simply  a telephone  line.  It  was  decided  that  it  would 
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be  much  better  to  modify  that  system  and  save  costs  over  the  long  run  by  using  a 
direct  communication  line  instead. 

Mr.  Hill  moved  to  approve  Resolution  96-40  and  Mr.  Simler  did  second  the  motion. 
The  Resolution  passed  unanimously. 

Mr.  Eisbart  did  make  one  comment  on  garage  design  in  that  when  he  had  attempted 
to  park  on  the  surface  level  of  the  garage  just  prior  to  this  meeting,  he  experienced 
a problem  with  traffic  flow.  After  entering  the  garage  from  Clinton  Street  he  had 
attempted  to  continue  around  the  surface  level  in  order  to  park  on  the  side  nearest 
the  City-County  Building.  However,  there  was  a substantial  line  of  cars  waiting  to 
exit  the  garage  onto  Calhoun  Street  that  was  blocking  the  traffic  from  continuing  on 
around  and  parking.  Until  someone  in  the  exit  line  held  up  in  order  to  allow  him  to 
continue  on  through,  he  and  several  cars  behind  him  had  to  just  sit  and  wait.  He  did 
not  know  how  this  problem  could  be  alleviated  but  he  wanted  to  point  out  it  was  an 
issue. 


Resolution  96-41 

Ratifying  and  approving  an  expenditure  to  Henry  Electric,  Inc.  for  the  relocation  / 
rebuilding  of  electrical  conduit 

Mr.  Fletcher  explained  that  he  had  kept  this  particular  work  separate  from  the  scope 
of  services  included  in  Hagerman's  contract  for  the  plaza  waterproofing  and 
membrane  repair/replacement  project.  The  work  involved  removing  all  the  electrical 
conduit  that  protected  the  many  electrical  lines  that  ran  just  under  the  plaza  surface. 
The  conduit  was  removed,  the  lines  re-routed  as  necessary,  and  the  (exposed)  plaza 
surface  was  then  treated  more  as  a "roof”  with  the  waterproof  roofing  membrane 
being  applied  accordingly.  Mr.  Fletcher  said  by  separating  this  work  from  the 
Hagerman's  membrane  scope  of  work,  it  reduced  project  costs  by  avoiding 
Hagerman's  markup  increment. 

Mr.  Fletcher  stated  that  the  total  cost  of  this  work  came  to  $7,872.90,  and  in 
response  to  Mr.  Powell's  question  he  confirmed  that  50%  of  the  total  cost  would  be 
reimbursed  by  the  County  Commissioners. 

Mr.  Eisbart  motioned  for  approval  of  Resolution  96-41  and  Mr.  Hill  did  second.  The 
motion  carried  unanimously. 


OTHER  BUSINESS 
Resolution  96-42 

Approving  the  collection  of  tax  increment  from  property  taxes  on  real  estate  located 
within  the  Civic  Center,  Washington  Center/Coldwater  Road,  lllinois-Getz,  Summit 
Industrial  Park,  Jefferson/lllinois  Road,  and  Baer  Field  Tax  Allocation  Areas 

With  no  discussion  on  this  resolution,  Mr.  Eisbart  motioned  for  approval  and  Mr.  Hill 
did  second  the  motion.  Resolution  96-42  was  unanimously  approved. 
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Resolution  96-43 

Ratifying  and  approving  an  agreement  with  Light  & Breuning,  Inc. 

Mr.  Fletcher  stated  that  the  Commission  has  an  agreement  with  the  State  Armory 
Board  to  lease  the  parking  spaces  on  the  old  Armory  grounds.  As  was  done  last  year, 
Mr.  Fletcher  said  an  agreement  was  entered  into  with  Light  & Breuning  for 
management  of  the  leased  parking  spaces  at  the  old  Armory  during  the  Three  Rivers 
and  GermanFest  Festivals.  This  arrangement  helps  to  control  the  parking  in  and 
around  the  general  area,  and  especially  helps  to  prevent  illegal  parking  at  the  Three 
Rivers  Ambulance  location. 

Mr.  Fletcher  explained  that  the  revenue  generated  during  the  festivals  is  split  50/50 
with  Light  & Breuning  and  that  this  resolution  ratifies  and  approves  the  agreement 
that  he  had  already  signed  with  Light  & Breuning.  Mr.  Fletcher  did  not  say  how  much 
revenue  the  Commission  had  made,  stating  he  had  not  made  any  reconciliations  yet. 

Mr.  Simler  motioned  for  passage  of  Resolution  96-42  and  Mr.  McElhoe  did  second. 
The  motion  passed  unanimously 


Industrial  Site  Analysis  Update 

The  Commissioners  also  discussed  the  Thorne  (consultant)  industrial  site  analysis 
study  toward  which  they  had  previously  agreed  to  fund  $15,000  of  the  $40,000  total 
cost.  Mr.  Fletcher  stated  that  the  Commission  and  Chamber  of  Commerce  have 
already  paid  $10,000  and  $19,000,  respectively,  to  Thorne  Consultants.  He  said  that 
the  study  was  supposed  to  have  been  done  within  approximately  six  months  but  the 
project  is  now  over  a year  and  half  old.  Moreover,  the  consultant  has  yet  to  issue  a 
good  final  product  (report)  despite  the  fact  it  was  due  many  months  ago. 

Mr.  Fletcher  stated  he  had  received  a draft  of  the  final  report  about  three  months  ago 
and  had  reviewed  it.  He  said  he  found  the  first  four  sections  (mostly  data)  to  be 
acceptable,  but  that  the  last  section  which  covered  core  analysis  and  study 
recommendations  was  very  poor.  At  that  time  he  said  he  told  the  Chamber  that  the 
Commission  would  expend  no  further  monies  until  a satisfactory  final  report  was 
received.  The  Chamber  agreed  and  asked  Thorne  Consultants  to  submit  another 
document  which  it  did.  That  document  was  also  unacceptable  and  Mr.  Fletcher 
commented  that  the  Chamber  is  presently  considering  terminating  Thorne's  contract. 

Mr.  Fletcher  stated  that  between  the  Chamber  and  the  Commission  there  was 
currently  about  $16,000  left  of  the  original  $40,000  budgeted  for  the  Thorne  study. 
He  said  those  funds  would  be  sufficient  to  hire  another  consultant  to  pick  up  and 
finish  the  analysis/recommendation  portion  of  the  study.  He  asked  the  Commission 
to  make  a motion  that  it  was  acceptable  to  withhold  any  additional  payment  to 
Thorne  and  that  the  Commission  should  consider  hiring  another  consultant  to  finish 
the  job.  Mr.  Eisbart  so  motioned  and  Mr.  Simler  did  second  that  motion. 

Before  asking  for  a vote  on  the  motion,  Mr.  Powell  had  one  question  which  was  to 
clarify  if  the  $29,000  already  spent  was  worth  it,  or  if  Thorne  should  be  refunding 
monies  to  the  Chamber  and  Commission.  Mr.  Eisbart  said  he  had  read  all  the 
documentation  submitted  thus  far,  including  the  final  draft,  and  had  attended  the 
various  meetings  held  when  Thorne  presented  its  findings.  He  stated  that  he  did  not 
think  Thorne's  work  merited  even  the  $10,000  the  Commission  had  put  into  the 
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study,  much  less  the  extra  $19,000  that  the  Chamber  had  paid.  He  further  stated 
that  if  the  Chamber  was  pursuing  litigation  against  Thorne  that  the  Commission 
should  jump  in  line  and  get  its  investment  back,  too. 

Mr.  Eisbart  also  commented  that  he  questioned  whether  another  consultant  should 
be  hired  to  finish  the  report  at  this  point  since  it  was  obvious  what  conclusions  the 
study  data  pointed  to. 

Mr.  Fletcher  said  he  would  check  with  the  Chamber  to  see  where  it  was  at 
concerning  requesting  money  back,  etc.  before  pursuing  any  further  action. 

Mr.  Powell  expressed  the  concern  that  because  the  study  took  so  long  that  even  if 
another  consultant  did  submit  a recommendation  section,  it  would  be  based  on  old 
data  which  would  render  the  report  useless. 

Mr.  Eisbart  asked  Mr.  Boyer  if  he  had  seen  the  Chamber's  contract  with  Thorne  and 
if  there  were  any  stipulations  in  it  that  tied  compensation  to  certain  measurable 
criteria.  Mr.  Boyer  stated  he  had  not  seen  the  contract  and  could  not  comment.  Mr. 
Fletcher  though,  thought  that  the  contract  had  been  based  on  a percentage  basis  per 
section.  He  said  that  he  understood  the  payment  of  $29,000  represented  an  accurate 
percentage  due  to  Thorne,  per  contract,  for  the  work  actually  completed. 

With  no  further  discussion,  Mr.  Powell  asked  for  a vote  to  approve  the  motion  made 
by  Mr.  Eisbart,  seconded  by  Mr.  Simler  that  the  Commission  withhold  further  payment 
to  Thorne  Consultants  and  consider  hiring  another  consultant  to  finish  up  the  study. 

The  motion  carried  unanimously. 

There  being  no  other  business  to  discuss,  the  meeting  was  adjourned  at 
approximately  6:00  p.m. 


N 
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FORT  WAYNE  REDEVELOPMENT  COMMISSION 


EXECUTIVE  MEETING  MINUTES 
September  4,  1996 


TIME:  4:30  p.m. 

PLACE:  City-County  Bldg.  - Mayor's  Conference  Rm.,  9th  FI. 

MEMBERS  PRESENT:  John  B.  Powell  - President 

R.  Steven  Hill  - V.  President 
George  F.  Simler,  III  - Secretary 
Benjamin  A.  Eisbart  - Member 
Steven  E.  McElhoe  - Member 


MEMBERS  ABSENT:  None 

STAFF  PRESENT:  Ronald  R.  Fletcher  - Executive  Director 

James  C.  Lindsay  - Redevelopment  Specialist 
Loren  Kravig  - Redevelopment  Specialist 
Karyn  Heiney  - Administrative  Assistant 


COUNSEL  PRESENT:  R.  David  Boyer 


OTHERS  PRESENT:  Dick  Waterfield,  Lowell  Griffin 


CALL  TO  ORDER  Mr.  Powell  called  to  order  this  executive  session  meeting 

of  the  Fort  Wayne  Redevelopment  Commission. 

ROLL  CALL  It  was  noted  for  the  record  that  all  Commissioners  were 

present  at  this  meeting. 


Discussion  ensued  concerning  purchase  of  real  property  as  allowed  under  Indiana 
Code  5-14-1. 5-6. 1(b)(2)(D). 

Further  discussion  ensued  concerning  possible  initiation  of  litigation  as  associated 
with  a Redevelopment  project,  as  allowed  by  Indiana  Code  5-14-1 .5-6.1  (b)(2)(B). 

It  is  hereby  certified  that  all  discussion  of  business  at  the  September  4,  1996 
executive  session  meeting  of  the  Fort  Wayne  Redevelopent  Commission  pertained 
only  to  the  subject  matter  as  referenced  by  Indiana  Code  5-1 4-1 .5-6. 1 (b)(2)(D)  and 
5-14-1 .5-6.1  (b)(2)(B)  and  specified  in  the  meeting's  public  notice. 

The  meeting  adjourned  at  approximately  5:50pm. 


FORT  WAYNE  REDEVELOPMENT  COMMISSION 


ADOPTED:  Oaf.  W, 
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FORT  WAYNE  REDEVELOPMENT  COMMISSION 


SPECIAL  MEETING  MINUTES 
September  4,  1996 


TIME:  6:00  p.m. 

PLACE:  City-County  Bldg.  - Mayor's  Conference  Rm.,  9th  FI. 

MEMBERS  PRESENT:  John  B.  Powell  - President 

R.  Steven  Hill  - V.  President 
George  F.  Simler,  III  - Secretary 
Benjamin  A.  Eisbart  - Member 
Steven  E.  McElhoe  - Member 


MEMBERS  ABSENT:  None 

STAFF  PRESENT:  Ronald  R.  Fletcher  - Executive  Director 

James  C.  Lindsay  - Redevelopment  Specialist 
Loren  Kravig  - Redevelopment  Specialist 
Karyn  Heiney  - Administrative  Assistant 


COUNSEL  PRESENT:  R.  David  Boyer 


OTHERS  PRESENT:  Representatives  of  the  news  media 


CALL  TO  ORDER 


Mr.  Powell  called  to  order  this  special  meeting  of  the  Fort  Wayne  Redevelopment 
Commission. 


ROLL  CALL 


It  was  noted  for  the  record  that  all  Commissioners  were  present  at  this  meeting. 

APPROVAL  OF  CLAIMS 

Mr.  Eisbart  motioned  for  approval  of  the  June  and  July  1996  claims  and  Mr.  Hill  did 
second.  The  claims  were  unanimously  approved. 

APPROVAL  OF  MINUTES 

Mr.  McElhoe  motioned  to  approve  the  July  15,  1996  Executive  Session  and  Regular 
Meeting  minutes  as  submitted.  Mr.  Hill  did  second  the  motion.  The  minutes  were 
approved  by  unanimous  vote. 


OLD  BUSINESS 
Resolution  96-27 

Confirmatory  Resolution  Amendment  No.  IX  to  the  Civic  Center  Urban  Renewal  Plan 
and  Allocation  Area 

Mr.  Fletcher  asked  that  the  Commission  table  said  resolution  until  the  next  meeting. 
He  stated  that  the  appraisals  have  been  received  by  the  Commission  regarding  market 
value  of  the  block  containing  the  Court  Street  properties.  The  separate  parcels  were 
appraised  and  given  one  value  as  a whole.  He  indicated  that  the  average  of  the  two 
appraisals  was  $1,825,000.  Since  there  was  still  ongoing  discussion  with  the  owner 
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concerning  the  acquisition  of  Court  Street  properties,  Mr.  Fletcher  recommended 
tabling  any  further  discussion  and  action  until  the  next  meeting. 

Mr.  Simler  moved  to  table  Resolution  96-27  accordingly  and  Mr.  Eisbart  did  second 
the  motion.  The  motion  carried  unanimously  and  the  resolution  was  tabled. 


NEW  BUSINESS 
Resolution  96-44 

Allowing  the  designation  of  property  as  an  Economic  Revitalization  Area  for  Gordon 
B.  Murphy,  d/b/a  Fort  Wayne  Door,  Inc.,  in  the  Centennial  Industrial  Park  Urban 
Renewal  Area 

Mr.  Lindsay  spoke  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Murphy,  who  could  not  attend  the  meeting.  Mr. 
Lindsay  informed  the  Commissioners  that  this  development  was  very  similar  to  the 
others  at  Centennial  Park,  i.e.,  pre-engineered  building  to  include,  offices,  showroom, 
warehouse,  onsite  parking,  etc.  The  company,  which  is  automatic  overhead  door 
distributor/installer,  plans  to  invest  approximately  $178,000.  Mr.  Murphy  presently 
employs  9 people  and  plans  to  retain  all  those  and  add  four  more  by  1998.  Payroll 
increase  should  be  roughly  $60,000. 

Mr.  Lindsay  emphasized  to  the  Commissioners  was  that  this  development  was 
occurring  in  the  area  where  the  Commission  had  constructed  a new  street,  Centennial 
Drive,  last  year.  The  area  served  by  the  new  street  is  almost  100%  sold,  developed, 
or  optioned  which  he  said  is  the  kind  of  economic  development  Ft.  Wayne  likes  to 
see. 

Mr.  Simler  motioned  for  approval  of  Resolution  96-44  and  Mr.  Hill  did  second  the 
motion. 

Mr.  McElhoe  asked  if  this  company  was  going  to  be  a 9-5  (i.e.,  daytime)  operation. 
He  mentioned  this  due  to  its  proximity  to  Butler  Road  and  the  homes  across  the  street 
and  subsequent  effect  to  those  homeowners.  Mr.  Lindsay  said  he  would  have  to 
confirm  it,  but  that  in  his  experience  with  overhead  door  operators,  they  were  usually 
24-hour  operations.  However,  he  said  there  should  be  no  loud  noise  generated  from 
the  company's  operations.  However,  Mr.  Lindsay  said  he  would  get  an  answer  to 
that  question. 

With  no  further  discussion,  the  resolution  passed  unanimously. 

Resolution  96-45 

Approving  a contract  with  Henry  Electric,  Inc. 

Mr.  Fletcher  stated  that  the  lights  have  been  installed  at  the  new  City  parking  lot  at 
Clinton  and  Superior  and  are  presently  controlled  by  timer  switches.  This  resolution 
approves  expenditures  to  install  a photo  cell  in  addition  to  the  timer  switches.  The 
photo  cell  will  signal  the  lights  to  illuminate  at  dusk  and  turn  off  at  dawn.  Mr. 
Fletcher  did  not  know  why  the  original  design  called  for  timer  switches. 

Mr.  Eisbart  motioned  for  approval  of  said  resolution  and  Mr.  Hill  did  second  the 
motion.  The  motion  passed  unanimously. 
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Resolution  96-46 

Approving  a change  order  to  the  Envirosolve  Environmental  Management,  Inc., 
contract 

Mr.  Kravig  explained  that  the  Commission  previously  approved  a contract  with 
Envirosolve  for  the  removal  of  the  contents  of  underground  storage  tanks  that  were 
found  on  Parcel  8 of  Headwaters  Park.  Until  removal  actually  occurred,  it  was 
difficult  to  determine  what  the  proportion  of  the  contents  was  water  and  what  was 
mineral  spirits.  Mr.  Kravig  said  that  disposal  of  mineral  spirits  is  much  more  costly 
than  water.  At  the  end  of  the  removal  process,  it  was  clear  that  a larger  portion  of 
mineral  spirits  was  removed  than  originally  anticipated.  Therefore,  at  the  unit  price 
originally  agreed  upon,  the  change  order  reflects  an  additional  charge  for  removal  of 
the  larger  volume  of  mineral  spirits. 

Mr.  Eisbart  motioned  for  approval  of  said  resolution  and  Mr.  McElhoe  did  second. 
The  resolution  was  approved  unanimously. 


Resolution  96-47 

Approving  a contract  with  ATC/ATEC  Associates,  Inc. 

Mr.  Fletcher  stated  that  the  State  Armory  Board  had  a preliminary  report  done  on  the 
environmental  problems/conditions  at  the  Armory,  including  asbestos.  However,  he 
said  the  report  was  so  preliminary  that  it  would  be  impossible  to  bid  the  removal  of 
the  asbestos  from  the  building  because  of  the  type,  quantity,  and  location  of  it  had 
not  been  delineated. 

Mr.  Fletcher  stated  that  the  staff  recommends  hiring  someone  to  go  in,  with  the 
existing  report,  and  document  the  remaining  information  needed  in  order  to  bid  the 
job  of  asbestos  removal.  He  clarified  that  if  no  demolition  occurs,  some  of  the 
asbestos  would  still  need  to  be  removed  because  of  its  deteriorated  condition.  If 
demolition  does  occur,  all  friable  asbestos  must  be  abated  aswell. 

Mr.  Fletcher  stated  bidding  would  occur  at  a later  date  but  that  this  resolution  allowed 
the  Commission  the  opportunity  to  move  quickly  after  closing,  should  it  need  to,  in 
response  to  a development  proposal.  He  mentioned  that  the  development  proposals 
in  response  to  the  RFP  were  due  in  soon. 

Mr.  Fletcher  stated  that  closing  is  anticipated  within  the  next  two  to  three  weeks. 
He  said  the  State  Armory  Board  is  completing  its  process  and  all  the  necessary 
closing  documents  are  in  the  hands  of  the  Attorney  General  presently. 

Mr.  Hill  motioned  to  approve  Resolution  96-47  and  Mr.  Simler  did  second  the  motion. 
The  Resolution  was  approved  unanimously. 


Resolution  96-48 

Approving  a contract  with  Leeper's  Lawn  Service,  Inc. 

Mr.  Eisbart  asked  how  Leeper  proposed  to  do  the  job  for  $980  when  the  other  quote 
was  $3,200.  Mr.  Fletcher  stated  that  possibly,  the  higher  quote  may  be  way  out  of 
line  and  Leeper's  quote  quite  on  target.  Mr.  Simler  stated  this  was  a classic  example 
of  how  a huge  disparity  in  bids  can  make  it  difficult  to  award  a contract  because  of 
not  knowing  who's  actually  way  off  base  in  the  bid  price. 
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Mr.  Kravig,  however,  did  state  that  this  work  was  done  five  years  ago  by  Ewing 
Landscaping  as  part  of  a "package”  of  work  but  the  price  was  split  out  at  the  time. 
Amazingly,  Ewing's  price  at  that  time  to  do  the  same  work  shown  here,  was  about 
the  same  as  Leeper's  quote  this  time.  Mr.  Kravig  stated  Ewing  was  not  interested  in 
bidding  the  work  this  time  around. 

Mr.  Eisbart  motioned  for  passage  of  Resolution  95-48  and  Mr.  Hill  did  second  the 
motion.  The  resolution  passed  unanimously. 


OTHER  BUSINESS 

University  of  Indianapolis  Real  Estate  Donation 

Mr.  Fletcher  explained  that  the  university  is  still  requesting  that  the  Commission  take 
possession  of  the  parcel  which  is  located  at  approximately  Anthony  and  Paulding. 
He  reminded  them  that  he  has  been  working  with  Karl  Bandemer  regarding  the 
possibility  of  a residential  development  on  the  parcel  but  to  date,  Mr.  Bandemer  has 
not  been  successful  in  putting  together  a project. 

Mr.  Eisbart  asked  if  the  donor  was  anxious  for  the  Commission  to  take  the  parcel  and 
Mr.  Fletcher  said  yes,  adding  that  the  University  has  been  so  for  more  than  a year 
(actually  since  1992).  He  said  taxes  on  the  property  are  presently  about  $4,000  and 
the  donor  would  like  the  Commission  to  pick  up  all  the  taxes  for  this  year.  Mr. 
Fletcher  stated  however,  that  he  would  be  reluctant  to  recommend  doing  that,  instead 
preferring  to  prorate  taxes  to  the  day  of  closing. 

The  Commissioners  discussed  any  financial  outlays  already  expended  or  expected  to 
be  expended  (a  Phase  I environmental  was  done  with  no  environmental  concerns 
discovered).  Mr.  Hill  recommended  looking  at  the  soils  maps  to  confirm  the  parcel 
was  not  manmade,  i.e.,  that  fill  material  was  not  present  onsite. 

With  no  further  discussion  or  objection  from  the  Commissioners,  Mr.  Fletcher 
recommended  continuing  to  find  a use  for  the  property,  to  proceed  with  accepting 
title  to  it,  and  to  land  bank  it  until  a project  was  developed.  None  of  the 
Commissioners  present  objected  to  this  action. 


Thorne  Consultant  Industrial  Study  - Update 

Mr.  Fletcher  stated  he  talked  with  Phil  Laux  at  the  Chamber  as  to  the  status  on  the 
industrial  study.  Mr.  Laux  said  the  Chamber  paid  another  $500  to  Thorne  to  acquire 
a computer  disk  containing  all  the  data  that  Thorne  collected  for  the  project.  This 
data  will  assist  a new  consultant  in  putting  together  the  study's  final  report.  The 
Chamber  also  is  acquiring  copies  of  the  work  Thorne  has  already  done. 

Mr.  Fletcher  said  the  Chamber  is  in  the  process  of  going  out  with  an  RFP  for  a new 
consultant  that  will  be  charged  with  analyzing  the  previously  collected  data  and 
producing  a finished  document  that  included  all  phases  of  the  study.  He  said  he  did 
ask  Mr.  Laux,  Chamber  president,  whether  he  thought  the  data  was  too  old  now  to 
be  reliable  to  use.  However,  Mr.  Laux  did  not  feel  it  was  too  old,  and  that  the  data 
should  still  be  timely. 
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Mr.  Eisbart  stated  he  was  not  in  favor  of  the  Commission  paying  another  penny  on 
the  study.  Mr.  Fletcher  said,  however,  that  he  thought  it  best  to  get  a completed, 
final  report  from  the  study  that  could  be  handed  out  to  prospects,  developers, 
realtors,  etc.,  upon  request.  He  did  not  think  that  distribution  of  just  data  from 
Phases  l-IV  would  be  appropriate,  but  that  a document  was  needed.  Mr.  Fletcher  also 
thought  that  a formal  recommendation  should  be  issued  by  the  study  as  part  of  a final 
report,  and  that  it  should  come  from  a third  party--not  a City  or  Chamber  staffperson. 

Mr.  Fletcher  clarified  for  the  Commissioners  that,  per  contract,  Thorne  was  to  be  paid 
for  each  phase  it  completed.  He  said  there  was  no  way  to  get  around  paying  for 
those  phases.  However,  Thorne  is  out  of  the  study  now  and  a new  consultant  will  be 
analyzing  the  data  and  making  a recommendation  of  industrial  development. 

Mr.  Eisbart  expressed  concern  as  to  what  the  new  consultant  would  cost.  Mr. 
Fletcher  stated  he  would  not  recommend  paying  more  than  $5,000  which  was  the 
amount  remaining  unspent  from  the  Commission's  original  commitment  of  $15,000 
toward  the  study.  If  the  Chamber  can  produce  an  acceptable  product,  Mr.  Fletcher 
felt  the  Commission  should  honor  its  original  commitment.  Any  monies  spent  over 
that  amount  would  be  the  responsibilities  of  the  Chamber. 

Mr.  Powell  said  he  did  not  have  a problem  with  spending  down  the  remaining  $5,000 
to  complete  the  study  under  another  consultant.  No  other  Commission  member 
expressed  any  opposition. 


Midtowne  Crossing  Facade 

Mr.  Lindsay  stated  that  the  brick  facade  demolition/reconstruction  is  presently 
ongoing  and  has  progressed  to  the  corner  of  Wayne  and  Calhoun  Streets.  He  said 
work  will  continue  south  along  Calhoun  and  then  jump  over  to  the  Hutner  Building  to 
finish  its  eastern  elevation  before  starting  the  courtyard  area  along  the  building. 

The  project,  per  Mr.  Lindsay,  has  been  very  smooth  thus  far  with  no  known  problems 
occurring  or  at  least  reported  to  Redevelopment  staff.  The  project  is  two  weeks 
behind  but  additional  demolition  crew  workers  are  being  added  to  address  that 
situation.  He  said  the  project's  delay,  however,  has  actually  been  caused  by  the 
supplier  (of  the  new  panels)  and  not  the  contractor. 

The  estimated  completion  date  is  scheduled  for  approximately  November  15th  of  this 
year,  per  Mr.  Lindsay.  He  also  reported  that,  as  expected,  the  contractor  found 
significant  degree  of  water  penetration  around  the  Lillie  Building,  especially  in  the 
courtyard  area. 

Mr.  Eisbart  asked  how  the  owners  of  the  condo  units  were  reacting  to  the 
construction,  etc.  Mr.  Lindsay  said  Midtowne's  property  manager  is  keeping  all  of 
the  owners/tenants  very  informed  as  to  timing  and  sequencing  regarding  their  units. 
To  date,  neither  he  nor  Mr.  Fletcher,  have  received  any  complaints  regarding  the 
project. 


Other 

Before  the  meeting  adjourned,  Mr.  Fletcher  also  touched  on  two  other  issues.  He  said 
that  there  have  been  some  problems  regarding  the  concrete  work  on  the 
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Clinton/Superior  Street  City  parking  lot.  He  said  evidently  Wayne  Asphalt's  concrete 
subcontractor  did  not  adhere  to  some  of  the  specifications.  Commission  staff  has 
met  with  Wayne  Asphalt  several  times  concerning  this  situation  and  Wayne  has  been 
reluctant  thus  far  to  address  any  concerns.  Mr.  Fletcher  stated  he  had  asked  the 
project  architect,  Grinsfelder  & Assoc.,  as  well  as  the  City  Engineering  Department 
to  make  recommendations  as  to  what  should  be  done  to  correct  the  problems.  Mr. 
Fletcher  said  he  is  in  the  process  of  relaying  specific  requirements,  based  on  those 
recommendations,  to  Wayne  Asphalt  along  with  a timeframe  within  which  the 
contractor  must  have  the  work  completed.  He  said  if  Wayne  Asphalt  does  not 
perform  as  requested,  he  will  then  inform  them  that  he's  taking  the  appropriate  steps 
to  insure  that  the  work  does  get  done. 


On  another  subject,  Mr.  Fletcher  mentioned  to  the  Commissioners  that  there  would 
be  a bid  opening  this  month  for  the  Harrison  Street  Sidewalk  project.  Mr.  Kravig 
confirmed  the  first  ad  for  bids  appeared  last  Friday,  and  the  pre-bid  meeting  would 
be  occurring  the  next  morning. 

Mr.  Simler  asked  what  areas  the  project  encompassed.  Mr.  Kravig  said  the  project 
runs  from  Wayne  to  Berry  Street  on  both  sides,  and  in  front  of  the  library  parking  lot 
at  the  northwest  corner  of  Washington  and  Harrison.  The  project  will  then  jump 
across  the  street  and  include  Arby's  frontage.  Mr.  Kravig  also  said  the  project  will 
also  include  tree  replacement. 

Mr.  Fletcher  commented  that  staff  will  also  be  asking  the  property  owners  fronting 
these  new  sidewalks  to  contribute  to  the  project,  hopefully  at  least  50%.  He  said 
he  needs  the  bid  first  in  order  to  have  figures  to  discuss  when  he  begins  talking  with 
property  owners.  He's  having  the  contractor  break  out  the  bid  costs  by  block  or  by 
owner  to  facilitate  soliciting  the  private  sector  participation. 

Mr.  Fletcher  said  the  bids  would  be  opened  at  the  meeting  on  the  16th  and  would 
probably  be  followed  by  a special  meeting  on  the  19th  to  award  the  contract.  This 
would  give  the  engineer  time  to  review  the  bids,  etc. 

Mr.  Hill  asked  if  the  Commission  was  going  to  have  another  strategy  meeting  this  fall. 
Mr.  Fletcher  responded,  “yes,”  and  that  the  City  was  hiring  a consulting  firm  from 
Washington,  D.C.,  “Partners,”  that  has  been  asked  to  look  at  the  downtown  area 
regarding  some  of  the  things  the  Commission  has  been  discussing,  i.e.,  strategies  for 
development.  He  said  the  Commission  will  be  part  of  that  exercise  when  the 
consultant  is  ready  to  go  through  it.  Mr.  Fletcher  added  that  about  $15,000  has  been 
allocated  for  downtown  and  that  the  consultant  will  contribute,  in  time,  much  more 
than  that  amount. 

There  being  no  other  business  to  discuss,  the  meeting  was  adjourned  at 
approximately  6:30p.m. 


ADOPTED: 
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FORT  WAYNE  REDEVELOPMENT  COMMISSION 


REGULAR  MEETING  MINUTES 
September  16,  1996 


TIME: 


4:30  p.m. 


PLACE: 


City-County  Bldg.  - Rm.  128 


MEMBERS  PRESENT: 


John  B.  Powell  - President 
George  F.  Simler,  III  - Secretary 
Steven  E.  McElhoe  - Member 


MEMBERS  ABSENT: 


R.  Steven  Hill  - V.  President 
Benjamin  A.  Eisbart  - Member 


STAFF  PRESENT: 


James  C.  Lindsay  - Redevelopment  Specialist 
Loren  Kravig  - Redevelopment  Specialist 
Karyn  Heiney  - Administrative  Assistant 


COUNSEL  PRESENT: 


R.  David  Boyer 


OTHERS  PRESENT: 


Herous  Manoukian  - Z.K.  Tazian  Associates 


CALL  TO  ORDER 

Mr.  Powell  called  to  order  this  regular  meeting  of  the  Fort  Wayne  Redevelopment 
Commission. 

ROLL  CALL 

It  was  noted  for  the  record  that  Commissioners  Steve  Hill  and  Ben  Eisbart  were  not 
present  at  this  meeting. 

APPROVAL  OF  CLAIMS 

No  claims  were  submitted  for  approval  at  this  meeting. 

APPROVAL  OF  MINUTES 

No  minutes  were  submitted  for  approval  at  this  meeting. 

OLD  BUSINESS 

None 


NEW  BUSINESS 

Bid  opening  - Harrison  Street  Sidewalk  project 


There  were  three  bids  submitted  for  the  above  project  as  follows: 


Bidder 

Brooks  Construction 

Hipskind 

Key  Concrete 


Base  Bid 
$142,159 
$1 10,232 
$ 91,445 


Alternative  I 
$2,350 
$2,200 
$1,800 


Key  Concrete  appeared  to  be  the  lowest  and  best  bidder  and  Mr.  Kravig  reviewed  the 
bid  packages  of  Key  and  Hipskind  to  insure  that  the  packages  were  complete.  Mr. 
Kravig  examined  Key  Concrete  first  and  found  the  bid  to  be  complete.  (Since  Key 
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was  the  low  bidder,  he  did  not  inspect  the  Hipskind  package  therefore  at  that  time.) 
Mr.  Kravig  also  commented  that  the  engineer's  estimate  for  the  project  was 
$122,084  for  the  base  bid  and  $2,050  for  the  alternative  bid. 

Mr.  McElhoe  asked  if  the  Commission  was  familiar  with  Key  Concrete  and  Mr.  Kravig 
stated  not  that  he  was  aware  of  in  the  last  six-f  years,  but  that  Key  Concrete  came 
highly  recommended  by  the  City  Engineering  Dept.  Mr.  Simler  asked  if  they  had  ever 
bid  on  anything.  Mr.  Kravig  said  no,  he  thought  the  company  was  relatively  new. 


Resolution  96-49 

Awarding  a contract  on  the  Harrison  Street  Sidewalk  project 

Mr.  Simler  moved  for  approval  of  said  Resolution,  subject  to  further  review  by 
Commission  staff.  Mr.  McElhoe  seconded  said  motion  and  Mr.  Powell  asked  for  any 
further  discussion.  Mr.  Simler  then  amended  his  motion  to  specify  approval  of  said 
resolution  to  Key  Concrete,  subject  to  further  staff  review  that  the  bidder  is  indeed 
the  lowest,  best  timely,  responsible,  and  (most  ) responsive  bidder.  There  was  no 
objection  to  that  amendment  and  the  motion,  as  amended,  passed  unanimously. 

Mr.  Kravig  commented  that  Mr.  Simler  had  questioned  earlier  why  there  was  a “rush” 
to  award  the  contract  so  quickly  after  bid  opening.  Mr.  Kravig  said  mainly  to  have 
the  project  done  this  year.  He  explained  that  concrete  is  temperature  sensitive  and 
should  be  poured  by  the  end  of  October  ideally  as  a “protective  measure."  He 
pointed  out  it  was  already  mid-September  so  the  sooner  the  contract  was  awarded, 
the  sooner  work  could  commence. 

Mr.  McElhoe  asked  when  the  contractor  was  prepared  to  start  the  project.  Mr.  Kravig 
stated  that  the  bid  generally  indicates  relatively  soon.  He  said  that  Key's  current 
contractual  obligation  form  submitted  with  the  bid  package  did  not  indicate  too  many 
jobs  in  process  that  might  interfere  with  the  project's  timely  start.  He  said  the  project 
should  take  two  to  three  weeks  to  complete,  with  the  biggest  time  factor  being  the 
staging  of  traffic  throughout  the  construction. 

With  no  further  discussion,  Mr.  Powell  called  for  a vote  on  the  motion  to  approve 
Resolution  96-49.  The  motion  passed  unanimously. 


OTHER  BUSINESS 

Wayne  Asphalt  (New  City  Parking  Lot)  Update 

Mr.  Kravig  updated  the  Commissioners  as  to  the  latest  developments  concerning  the 
problems  with  Wayne  Asphalt  and  the  new  City  parking  lot  project.  He  said  Mr. 
Fletcher  recently  sent  a letter  to  the  contractor  putting  him  on  notice  that  certain 
items  of  work  will  be  done  or  face  termination  of  contract.  Mr.  Fletcher  gave  the 
contractor  until  the  previous  Friday  (13th)  to  respond  as  to  how  and  when  the  work 
would  be  completed. 

Mr.  Kravig  said  the  contractor  came  in  with  a letter,  whereupon  Mr.  Kravig  sat  down 
with  him  and  reviewed  it.  Mr.  Kravig  told  the  contractor  that,  in  light  of  what  the 
contractor  was  saying  that  morning,  he  should  resubmit  the  letter  to  include  what  he 
was  verbalizing.  Mr.  Kravig  told  him  that  the  letter  itself,  had  it  been  dropped  off, 
would  have  prompted  termination  action,  but  that  what  he  was  saying  in  person 
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seemed  to  imply  something  else.  Therefore,  Mr.  Kravig  felt  the  contractor  warranted 
another  chance  and  asked  that  he  submit  another  letter  Monday  morning,  which  the 
contractor  did.  Mr.  Kravig  stated  a copy  of  said  response  was  what  he  had  just 
distributed  to  the  Commissioners. 

Mr.  Kravig  clarified  several  items  in  the  contractor's  response  letter: 

Item  2— the  contractor  wants  to  leave  himself  an  out  on  that  item  since  the 
Commission  has  not  yet  done  any  "destructive  investigative  work”  to  determine 
the  cause  of  concrete  movement.  Therefore,  blame  has  not  definitely  been 
fixed  to  the  contractor  yet.  Once  demolition  takes  place  and  it  is  determined 
NOT  to  be  the  contractor's  fault,  he  wants  to  void  his  responsibility  to  repair 
it. 

Item  1-Mr.  Kravig  said  that  the  contractor's  assertion  that  both  he  and  Ed 
Welling  of  Grinsfelder  Associates  gave  verbal  approval  to  pour  curbs  and 
sidewalks  “monolithic,”  (definition  here  being  “not  to  specifications”)  was  simply 
not  true. 

The  contractor  additionally  noted  two  areas  where  he  was  unwilling  to  do  the 
work  required  by  the  Commission.  Those  areas  involved  removal/replacement 
of  the  curb  and  sidewalk-at  the  north  side  of  the  landscape  island  and  at  the 
northeast  corner  of  the  parking  lot.  Mr.  Kravig  said  the  contractor  has  agreed 
to  comply  with  Item  1 from  Mr.  Fletcher's  letter,  except  these  two  areas,  and 
therefore  pulled  those  out  specifically. 

Mr.  Powell  asked  the  reason  the  contractor  was  refusing  to  do  the  required 
work  in  these  two  specific  areas.  Mr.  Kravig  first  offered  some  clarification, 
explaining  that  the  walkways  were  not  installed  to  specifications  which  called 
for  "free,”  poured-in-place  walkways  with  cast-in-place  curbs  on  either  side. 
Instead,  they  were  actually  poured  monolithically  in  one  pour-i.e.,  at  the  same 
time  and  together  with  the  curbs,  not  separately.  Mr.  Kravig  also  said  there 
were  many  areas  where  expansion  material  should  have  been  put  in  but  was 
left  out  entirely.  These  were  the  reasons  Mr.  Fletcher  was  requiring  removal 
and  replacement  to  specification  of  "all  walkways  and  sections  of  cast-in-place 
curbing  as  indicated.” 

However,  Mr.  Kravig  said  the  one  area  (north  of  landscape  island)  was  very 
difficult  to  get  to  and  demolition  to  allow  concrete  replacement  to 
specifications  would  cause  more  problems  than  would  be  corrected.  As  for  the 
other  area  (northeast  corner),  Mr.  Kravig  was  unsure  why  the  contractor  was 
unwilling  to  replace  it. 

The  last  item  Mr.  Kravig  addressed  under  Item  1 concerned  contractor's 
assertion  that  it  should  "not  have  to  replace  the  crosswalks  as  they  have 
already  been  accepted.”  Mr.  Kravig  stated  this  gets  back  the  monolithic  pour 
question  again.  There  are  approximately  ten  crosswalks  that  cut  in  from  the 
public  sidewalk  as  a means  to  enter  the  parking  lot,  none  of  which  were 
installed  to  specifications.  Mr.  Kravig  said  these  crosswalks  have  never  been 
“accepted”  by  the  Commission,  period. 

Mr.  Kravig  did  feel  however,  that  the  overall  letter  reflected  the  contractor's 
willingness  to  do  almost  all  the  work  required  by  the  Commission.  He  did  state, 
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however,  that  whether  the  few  items  left  in  dispute  would  warrant  termination  of  the 
contract  or  not  would  best  be  decided  after  Mr.  Fletcher  and  the  other  absent 
Commissioners  have  had  a chance  to  review  the  letter. 

Mr.  Powell  questioned  whether,  per  the  contractor's  letter,  Commission  staff  has 
given  verbal  approval  that  day  to  proceed.  Mr.  Kravig  said  no  approval  was  given, 
and  that  staff  told  the  contractor  not  to  do  anything  yet,  even  that  work  which  has 
been  mutually  agreed  upon.  He  said  Mr.  Fletcher  would  be  back  within  a day  or  two 
and  would  be  able  to  review  the  letter  at  that  time,  at  which  time  he  would  probably 
be  giving  all  the  Commissioners  a call  on  what  his  recommendation  was. 

Mr.  Kravig  asked  the  Commissioners  what  their  inclination  was  at  this  time 
concerning  future  action  regarding  the  situation.  Mr.  McElhoe  wanted  to  know  why 
the  specs  were  not  followed  originally.  Mr.  Kravig  stated  he  did  not  know,  perhaps 
“inattentiveness,”  but  that  he  did  not  feel  it  was  deliberate  on  the  part  of  the 
contractor  in  order  to  reap  more  profit  from  the  job.  Mr.  McElhoe  asked  if  the 
contractor  should  have  known  expansion  fill  would  be  needed  and  Mr.  Kravig  said 
yes,  and  that  there  was  a specific  page  in  the  spec  book  delineating  what  and  where 
the  material  was  to  go. 

Mr.  Boyer  said  that  some  of  the  problems  occurred  because  of  sloppy  assumptions 
by  the  contractor.  He  stated  that  the  contractor  asserts  that  the  joint  tool  it  used 
was  approved  previously  by  someone  in  the  City  so  therefore  it  would  be  acceptable 
or  “good  enough"  for  this  job.  However,  just  because  the  City  Engineer  may  approve 
the  joint  tool  does  not  insure  the  joints  are  necessarily  1/4  of  concrete  thickness,  it 
only  approves  use  of  the  tool.  He  also  said  that  the  City's  inspector's  did  not  catch 
the  deviation  from  specs  either  until  they  went  out  and  remeasured.  Mr.  Boyer  added 
that  this  situation  probably  occurs  quite  frequently  on  City  jobs,  as  employees  figure 
who's  going  to  actually  go  in  and  actually  measure  the  joints,  etc.,  on  a job.  He  also 
confirmed  that  Wayne  Asphalt  did  not  stand  to  make  a great  deal  of  extra  money 
from  doing  the  job  the  way  it  was  done  so  he,  too,  did  not  think  specs  were  ignored 
just  to  garner  extra  profit  for  the  company. 

Mr.  Powell's  pointed  out  that  this  was  the  job  the  Commission  felt  taken  advantage 
of  regarding  cost  because  of  the  original  bid  irregularity.  He  also  reminded  everyone 
how  upset  the  absent  Mr.  Eisbart  was  at  the  time  of  bid  award  with  the  way  the 
contractor  had  increased  his  quote  to  the  Commission  the  second  time  around.  If  the 
architect  backs  up  the  assertion  that  Wayne  is  responsible  for  the  problems,  then  his 
opinion  was  to  require  Wayne  Asphalt  to  perform  in  all  areas. 

Mr.  Simler  said  he  didn't  want  Wayne  Asphalt  to  bid  on  any  future  contracts.  He 
didn't  want  to  be  in  a position  nine  months  from  now  where  he  had  to  award  another 
contract  to  Wayne  Asphalt  on  a job  because  it  was  low  bidder.  He  wanted  to  do 
something  to  put  the  contractor  on  notice  that  the  Commission  did  not  want  to  do 
business  with  it  again  after  this  parking  lot  experience. 

Mr.  Boyer  said  there  was  a disbarment  procedure  which  the  City  has  adopted  that 
could  be  utilized  in  disqualifying  a bidder.  He  said  this  was  a “sword”  Mr.  Fletcher 
had  “rattled”  with  Wayne  Asphalt  already  upon  his  recommendation.  Mr.  Simler  said 
he  supported  the  disbarment  of  the  contractor. 

Mr.  Kravig  stated  that  what  the  contractor  was  asked  to  do  was  cut  out  several 
sections  of  the  sidewalk  where  the  cracks  went  diagonally  and  did  not  follow  the 
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control  joints.  What  happened  over  the  winter  was  even  more  damaging  in  that  for 
approximately  100',  the  whole  sidewalk  along  Superior  Street  heaved.  At  this  time 
no  one  knows  why,  i.e.,  was  it  the  contractor's  fault  or  not.  But  it  is  suspected  that 
the  heaving  caused  the  cracking,  and  the  contractor  asserts  the  heaving  was  due  to 
frost.  However,  if  the  control  joints  had  been  deep  enough,  regardless  of  what 
caused  the  sidewalk  to  heave,  then  the  cracks  would  probably  have  followed  those 
joints  and  there  would  have  been  no  diagonal  cracking  through  the  concrete. 

Mr.  Powell  asked  how  much  the  repairs/replacement  will  cost  should  the  Commission 
terminate  Wayne  and  have  someone  else  finish  the  job.  Mr.  Kravig  did  not  know 
since  the  concrete  was  not  bid  separately. 

Mr.  Powell  voiced  the  opinion,  as  Mr.  Eisbart  had  previously,  that  it  should  be  made 
known  to  the  contractors  out  there  that  the  Redevelopment  Commission  expects 
work  done  to  specifications  and  will  not  tolerate  shabby  work.  He  shared  Mr. 
Simler's  concern  of  being  forced  to  award  a contract  to  Wayne  in  the  future,  due  to 
legalities,  especially  if  the  contractor  thinks  it  can  get  away  with  doing  substandard 
work. 

Mr.  Kravig  suggested  reviewing  the  letter  from  the  contractor  again,  along  with  Mr. 
Fletcher's  letter  prior  to  discussing  it  again.  He  also  suggested  the  Commissioners 
meet  onsite  in  the  near  future  to  see  firsthand  the  issues  being  discussed  and  in  the 
overall  context,  since  terminating  a contract  of  this  size  was  serious  business. 

In  light  of  that,  Mr.  Simler  asked  if  Mr.  Kravig  was  of  the  opinion  that  the  Commission 
should  not  terminate  the  contract.  After  some  reflection,  Mr.  Kravig  said  no,  he  was 
not  saying  that. 

Mr.  Boyer  asked  how  long  ago  did  the  Commission  send  the  contractor  the  full  list  of 
items  that  were  not  done  to  specs.  Mr.  Kravig  replied  that  in  June  or  July, 
Commission  staff  decided  to  go  back  to  square  one  and  identify  what  specifications 
were  not  followed  instead  of  simply  pointing  to  problem  areas  and  saying  “fix  this/  fix 
that.”  The  subsequent  discovery  of  the  work  not  performed  to  specs  then  prompted 
a letter  to  be  sent  out  immediately,  listing  those  items  and  asking  how  the  contractor 
proposed  to  rectify  the  situation.  Mr.  Boyer  stated  the  date  of  that  letter  would  be 
the  starting  date  for  purposes  of  determining  the  appropriateness  of  response  time 
from  the  contractor  “to  cure"  said  problems  when  considering  the  Commission's  right 
to  terminate  the  contract. 

Mr.  Simler  asked  staff  to  relay  to  Mr.  Fletcher  upon  his  return  that  the  Commissioners 
present  were  unanimous  in  the  opinion  of  requiring  Wayne  Asphalt  to  perform  to 
specifications. 

There  being  no  other  business  to  discuss,  the  meeting  was  adjourned  at 
approximately  5:00  p.m. 


SION 


ADOPTED: 
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FORT  WAYNE  REDEVELOPMENT  COMMISSION 


EXECUTIVE  MEETING  MINUTES 
October  21,  1996 


TIME:  4:30  p.m. 

PLACE:  City-County  Bldg.  - Rm.  128 

MEMBERS  PRESENT:  John  B.  Powell  - President 

George  F.  Simler,  III  - Secretary 
Steven  E.  McElhoe  - Member 


MEMBERS  ABSENT:  R.  Steven  Hill  - V.  President 

Benjamin  A.  Eisbart  - Member 


STAFF  PRESENT:  Ronald  R.  Fletcher  - Executive  Director 

James  C.  Lindsay  - Redevelopment  Specialist 
Karyn  Heiney  - Administrative  Assistant 

COUNSEL  PRESENT:  R.  David  Boyer 


CALL  TO  ORDER  Mr.  Powell  called  to  order  this  executive  session  meeting 

of  the  Fort  Wayne  Redevelopment  Commission. 

ROLL  CALL  It  was  noted  for  the  record  that  all  Commissioners  were 

present,  except  for  Mr.  Steven  Hill  and  Mr.  Ben  Eisbart. 


Discussion  ensued  concerning  purchase  of  real  property  as  allowed  under  Indiana 
Code  5-14-1. 5-6. 1(b)(2)(D). 

Further  discussion  ensued  concerning  litigation  and  possible  initiation  of  litigation 
associated  with  a Redevelopment  project,  as  allowed  by  Indiana  Code  5-14-1.5- 
6.1(b)(2)(B). 

It  is  hereby  certified  that  all  discussion  of  business  at  the  October  21,1996  Executive 
Session  meeting  of  the  Fort  Wayne  Redevelopent  Commission  pertained  only  to  the 
subject  matter  as  referenced  by  Indiana  Code  5-14-1 .5-6.1  (b)(2)(D)  and  5-14-1.5- 
6.1(b)(2)(B)  and  specified  in  the  meeting's  public  notice. 

The  meeting  adjourned  at  approximately  5:00pm. 


FORT  WAYNE  REDEVELOPMENT  COMMISSION 


George  F. 


ADOPTED: 


;cretary 
Nevembor  1-&  1996 
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FORT  WAYNE  REDEVELOPMENT  COMMISSION 


REGULAR  MEETING  MINUTES 
October  21,  1996 


TIME:  5:00  p.m. 

PLACE:  City-County  Bldg.  - Rm.  128 


MEMBERS  PRESENT:  John  B.  Powell  - President 

George  F.  Simler,  III  - Secretary 
Steven  E.  McElhoe  - Member 


MEMBERS  ABSENT:  R.  Steven  Hill  - V.  President 

Benjamin  A.  Eisbart  - Member 

STAFF  PRESENT:  Ron  Fletcher  - Executive  Director 

James  C.  Lindsay  - Redevelopment  Specialist 
Karyn  Heiney  - Administrative  Assistant 


COUNSEL  PRESENT:  R.  David  Boyer 

OTHERS  PRESENT:  Kristi  Sturtz  - Long  Range  Planning,  City  of  Ft.  Wayne 


CALL  TO  ORDER 

Mr.  Powell  called  to  order  this  regular  meeting  of  the  Fort  Wayne  Redevelopment 
Commission. 

ROLL  CALL 

It  was  noted  for  the  record  that  Commissioners  Steve  Hill  and  Ben  Eisbart  were  not 
present  at  this  meeting. 

APPROVAL  OF  CLAIMS 

Mr.  Simler  moved  for  approval  of  the  August  1996  claims,  subject  to  audit,  and  Mr. 
McElhoe  did  second  the  motion.  The  approval  passed  unanimously. 

APPROVAL  OF  MINUTES 

Mr.  McElhoe  motioned  for  approval  of  the  September  4,  1996  executive  session  and 
special  meeting  minutes.  Mr.  Simler  did  second  the  motion.  Said  minutes  were 
approved  unanimously. 

Mr.  Simler  motioned  for  approval  of  the  September  16,  1996  regular  meeting  minutes 
and  Mr.  McElhoe  did  second  the  motion.  Said  minutes  were  approved  unanimously. 

OLD  BUSINESS 

Update  - Old  Standard  Federal  Bldg. /Courthouse  Green 

Mr.  Fletcher  reported  that  when  the  Commission  met  with  Dick  Waterfield  and  Lowell 
Griffin  (as  consultant)  in  September,  it  asked  for  a written  appraisal  that  would 
support  Mr.  Waterfield's  assertion  of  value.  It  was  to  have  been  done  around  the  first 
of  October  but  that  date  has  now  been  moved  to  the  first  week  of  November.  Mr. 
Fletcher  asked  for  a copy  for  the  Commission  to  review  and  said  he  thought  Mr. 
Waterfield  would  be  willing  to  provide  one. 

Mr.  Fletcher  said  that  after  reviewing  Mr.  Griffin's  appraisal,  the  Commission  would 
be  able  to  move  forward  with  acquisition  discussion  of  the  Courthouse  Green  project. 
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He  said  it  may  possibly  warrant  holding  a special  meeting  instead  of  waiting  until  next 
month's  regular  Commission  meeting. 

NEW  BUSINESS 

Resolution  96-50 

Approving  a change  order  to  the  Martin  Enterprises  contract 


Mr.  Fletcher  explained  that  the  original  Headwaters  Park  Phase  II  demolition  contract 
with  Martin  Enterprises  included  unit  prices  for  removal,  storage,  etc.,  of  underground 
storage  tanks  should  they  be  discovered  during  the  demolition  process. 

He  stated  that  the  Commission  had  recently  approved  the  removal  and  disposal  of 
the  contents  of  four  tanks  found  recently  on  Parcel  8.  Resolution  96-50  dealt  with 
the  removal  and  disposal  of  the  tanks  from  the  property.  Mr.  Fletcher  gave  the 
following  contractual  unit  costs,  depending  on  tank  size,  for  removal/disposal  of  the 
four  tanks: 

Nq.  of  Tanks  Size  Unit  Cost  Total  Cost 

1 <500  gal.  $1,500  ea  $1,500 

3 >500  and  <3,000  gal.  $3,000  ea  $ 9.000 

$10,500 

Mr.  Fletcher  stated  the  remaining  expenditures  involved  rental  of  onsite  poly  tanks 
which  held  the  underground  tanks'  extracted  contents  until  those  contents  could  be 
tested,  separated,  etc.,  and  disposed  of  properly.  He  said  the  total  due  Martin 
therefore,  including  poly  tank  rental  cost,  came  to  $1 1,253.50. 

There  was  no  further  discussion  and  Mr.  Simler  moved  for  approval  of  Resolution  96- 
50.  Mr.  McElhoe  did  second  the  motion.  It  passed  unanimously. 


Resolution  96-51 

Approving  an  expenditure  for  services  by  ATEC  ATC,  Inc. 

Mr.  Fletcher  explained  that  after  the  contaminated  contents  of  the  Parcel  8 
underground  storage  tanks  were  removed  from  the  poly  tanks  (where  they  had  been 
stored),  the  poly  tanks  had  to  be  cleaned.  ATEC  ATC  performed  that  task  at  a total 
cost  of  $397  for  the  four  tanks. 

Mr.  Simler  asked  if  ATEC  owned  the  poly  tanks.  Mr.  Fletcher  said  no,  that 
Environmental  Management  Services  (EMS)  did.  EMS  was  the  environmental 
contractor  that  contracted  to  properly  recycle/dispose  of  the  contaminated  contents. 
He  added  that  EMS  has  already  submitted  its  bill  and  the  Commission  has  already 
approved  payment  of  it. 

Mr.  McElhoe  motioned  for  approval  of  said  resolution  and  Mr.  Simler  did  second  the 
motion.  Resolution  96-51  was  approved  unanimously. 
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Resolution  96-52 

Approving  the  settlement  of  the  National  Advertising  Company  litigation 


Mr.  Powell  asked  for  a motion  pertaining  to  this  resolution.  Mr.  Fletcher  explained 
that  this  resolution  would  approve  payment  to  3M  (National  Advertising  Company) 
for  the  loss  of  a sign/billboard  previously  located  on  real  property  that  was  acquired 
for  the  Headwaters  Park  development. 

Mr.  Simler  motioned  for  approval  of  Resolution  96-52  and  Mr.  McElhoe  did  second 
the  motion.  The  Resolution  was  approved  unanimously. 


Update  - Partners  for  Livable  Communities 

Mr.  Fletcher  stated  that  a meeting  was  held  recently  at  the  Chamber  involving  groups 
within  the  City  such  as  the  foundations,  the  banks,  downtown  associations,  economic 
improvement  district,  etc.,  to  present  what  the  Partners  organization  was  all  about 
and  what  it  could  do  for  Ft.  Wayne. 

Mr.  Fletcher  introduced  Kristi  Sturtz  from  the  City's  Long-Range  Planning  staff.  Ms. 
Sturtz  gave  the  Commissioners  a brief  overview  of  the  organization,  how  Ft.  Wayne 
became  associated  with  it,  and  in  what  ways  Partners  for  Livable  Communities  said 
it  could  assist  Ft.  Wayne. 

She  explained  that  approximately  one  year  ago  the  City  was  approached  by  Robert 
McNulty,  President  of  Partners  for  Livable  Communities,  to  participate  in  Partners' 
national  “Community  Futures  and  Quality  of  Life  Initiative”  program.  Ms.  Sturtz 
identified  examples  of  other  participants  in  this  program  such  as  the  cities  of 
Richmond  (VA),  Kansas  City,  Chattanooga,  Rochester  (NY)  and  stated  that  Ft.  Wayne 
was  the  only  city  of  its  size  (smallest)  participating  in  the  program. 

Ms.  Sturtz  stated  that  the  City's  biggest  question  was  how  it  would  benefit  to  be  in 
the  program,  and  would  it  be  worth  the  $50,000  that  would  be  paid  to  Partners.  She 
gave  some  examples  of  what  the  City  would  receive  by  participating  in  the 
Community  Futures  program: 

1.  Technical  assistance  for  the  City's  designated  projects  - not  only  what 
the  Partners  organization  itself  possesses,  but  also  from  roughly  1000  + 
other  organizations  across  the  nation  that  are  affiliated  with  Partners  and 
would  offer  resources  as  well. 

2.  Networking  - direct  contact  with  other  communities  participating  in  the 
program  (she  stated  Ft.  Wayne's  contingent  had  already  traveled  to 
Washington,  DC  to  meet  with  staff  from  other  cities  participating  in  the 
program)  to  share  information,  suggestions,  ideas,  support,  etc. 

3.  Livable  Community  Award  - given  by  the  Partners  organization  at  the 
end  of  the  program.  She  said  receiving  this  designation  may  be  the 
most  important  or  beneficial  aspect  of  participating  in  the  Community 
Futures  program  for  the  City. 
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Ms.  Sturtz  said  the  City  decided  to  participate  and,  as  Mr.  Fletcher  said  earlier,  a 
reception/meeting  was  held  recently  where  Mr.  McNulty  visited  with  local  leaders. 
He  also  viewed  the  sites  selected  by  the  City  as  appropriate  candidates  for  the 
program  projects. 

Ms.  Sturtz  said  the  four  activities/projects  that  the  City  determined  would  be 
accomplished  through  the  program  were: 

1.  S.  Calhoun  Corridor  Revitalization  (from  Grant  Street  south  to  Rudisill) 

2.  Technical  assistance  to  the  newly  formed  downtown  Economic 
Improvement  District  (EID) 

3.  Creation  of  a Neighborhood  Activity  Handbook 

4.  Assessment  of  existing  business  retention  programs  within  the 
community 

She  said  work  has  already  begun  on  the  South  Calhoun  corridor  in  that  a land  use 
inventory  has  been  delineated,  assessed  values  have  been  researched,  and  a charrette 
is  being  planned  with  “key  stakeholders"  in  that  area  to  discuss  how  revitalization  can 
best  be  achieved,  i.e.,  through  facade  and/or  streetscape  improvements,  social 
changes,  entertainment,  etc.  She  further  stated  that  Mr.  McNulty  has  already  made 
the  suggestion  of  bringing  in  South  Shore  Bank  or  the  South  Shore  advisory  group 
from  Chicago  to  help  facilitate  the  charrette  in  Ft.  Wayne.  It  is  anticipated  that  the 
charrette  will  occur  in  late  December  or  January  1997. 

As  for  the  downtown  EID,  Ms.  Sturtz  said  Mr.  McNulty  met  with  the  board  briefly  to 
discuss  how  to  help  the  group  manage  the  district,  decide  appropriate  projects  to 
fund,  etc.  Ms.  Sturtz  thought  the  board  was  fairly  receptive  to  what  Mr.  McNulty  had 
to  offer  it,  such  as  the  ability  to  bring  people  in  from  other  established  EIDs  to  share 
their  expertise. 

Mr.  Fletcher  commented  that  he  saw  McNulty  and  the  Partners  organization  acting 
mostly  as  facilitators,  coordinator,  idea  generators,  technical  resource  providers,  etc. 
He  emphasized  that  the  organization  would  assist  the  downtown  group,  the  City,  the 
residents  in  achieving  success  in  the  four  chosen  projects.  However,  Partners  and 
McNulty  would  not  hand  the  community  a master  plan  or  dictate  exactly  how  the 
community  would  carry  out  completion  of  those  projects.  Partners  would  act  more 
as  a facilitator  within  the  program,  working  with  local  people,  and  assisting  the 
community  in  reaching  its  own  goals  by  drawing  upon  its  extensive  experiences  with 
projects  in  other  cities. 

Mr.  Fletcher  reminded  the  Commissioners  that  over  the  last  couple  years  they  have 
been  discussing  the  need  to  do  more  planning  and  visioning  for  the  downtown.  He 
said  he  has  not  initiated  any  further  planning  sessions  yet  because  he  wanted  to  see 
what  concepts/ideas/recommendations  for  downtown  may  come  out  of  this 
collaboration  with  the  Partners  organization  and  its  resources  nationwide. 

Mr.  Fletcher  went  on  to  say  he  secured  a commitment  from  the  EID  board  of  $5,000 
toward  Partners  “fee”  of  $50,000.  He  clarified  that  the  approximately  $15,000  of 
that  $50,00  was  allocated  by  Partners  and  the  City  for  working  with  the  Commission, 
EID  board,  and  other  appropriate  entities  on  the  downtown  area.  Therefore,  Mr. 
Fletcher  recommended  that  the  Commission  fund  the  remaining  $10,000  in  order  to 
fulfill  the  downtown  fee  commitment. 
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Ms.  Sturtz  added  that  Mr.  McNulty  has  proposed  bringing  in  a Mr.  Larry  Houston  who 
has  experience  in  economic  improvement  district  issues.  However,  she  said  that 
should  it  be  decided  that  input  from  other  entities  of  the  Partners  resource  network 
would  be  more  appropriate  to  tap  for  the  downtown  or  EID  instead,  those  entities 
could  be  pursued.  She  emphasized  its  what  the  community  wants,  and  Mr.  McNulty 
suggestions  are  not  set  in  stone. 

As  for  the  other  two  projects,  Neighborhood  Activity  Handbook  and  the  local  business 
retention  programs,  Ms.  Sturtz  said  the  City  has  not  yet  secured  funding  from  any 
entity  that  has  specifically  requested  its  donations  be  earmarked  for  these  specific 
projects.  The  only  exception  has  been  the  City  itself  which  has  contributed  $10,000 
and  wants  to  see  the  Neighborhood  Activity  Handbook  be  developed.  This  is  in  direct 
response  to  requests  from  the  Area  Partnerships  to  provide  information/resources  to 
their  affiliated  neighborhoods.  Partners  could  provide  the  resources  and  information 
from  cities  in  its  national  network  that  are  done,  or  are  doing,  a similar  project. 

The  project  involving  assessment  of  the  local  business  retention  programs  is  another 
project  not  "set  in  stone”  according  to  Ms.  Sturtz.  Again,  Mr.  McNulty  has  suggested 
the  City  might  begin  with  by  organizing  a “summit,"  jointly  with  the  Chamber  of 
Commerce,  so  as  to  provide  an  assessment  of  Ft.  Wayne's  global  competitiveness. 

Of  the  $50,000  Partners  is  requesting  to  provide  its  services,  Ms.  Sturtz  said  that 
$10,000  from  the  City,  $7,500  from  NBD,  and  $7,500  from  Tom  Kelly  has  been 
firmly  committed.  GTE  has  been  asked  to  contribute  $10,000  but  has  not  indicated 
yet  it  would  make  a donation.  Ms.  Sturtz  said  if  GTE  does  commit,  however,  and  the 
downtown  EID  does  pledge  $5,000,  it  still  leaves  a need  to  raise  $10,000  to  reach 
the  amount  needed  to  pay  Partners. 

Mr.  Fletcher  commented  that  the  fee  associated  with  Partners  would  cover  not  only 
services  to  facilitate  the  process,  provide  networking,  suggest  ideas,  etc.,  but  would 
also  include  the  important  benefit  of  essentially  marketing  the  City  to  the  nation. 

Mr.  Fletcher  touched  on  the  national  publicity  that  the  City  received  during  and  after 
the  1980's  flooding.  He  said  he  thought  this  organization  had  come  in  at  that  time 
and  had  done  some  type  of  community  planning.  The  City  received  more  publicity, 
was  awarded  the  Most  Livable  City  citation,  had  articles  about  it  printed  in  national 
publications,  etc.  Mr.  Fetcher  said  that  this  venture  with  Partners  could  very  well 
spur  another  round  of  national  media  attention  (for  free)  which  would  be  a valuable 
benefit  to  the  community. 

Ms.  Sturtz  added  that  the  Mayor  would  also  be  bringing  national  attention  to  Ft. 
Wayne  in  the  coming  year  since  he  was  going  to  be  President  of  the  National 
Conference  of  Mayors  and  Partners  would  complement  the  Mayor's  efforts  in  that 
respect. 

Mr.  McElhoe  asked  if  the  $50,000  to  Partners  was  a one-time  fee  and  Ms.  Sturtz 
confirmed  it  was.  Mr.  Fletcher  added  that  Partners  was  a not-for-profit  entity  but  that 
it  had  to  establish  some  type  of  fee  scale. 

Mr.  Lindsay  stated  that,  at  the  request  of  the  downtown  EID  board,  he  had  checked 
out  the  past  client  references  that  Partners  had  provided.  He  spoke  with  cities, 
associations,  and  organizations  and  all  gave  Partners  a very  good  rating.  He 
mentioned  that  Mr.  McNulty  has  a 25-year  track  record  in  the  field  and  substantial 
experience  and  expertise,  especially  in  recommending  projects  which  have  been 
successful  in  meeting  community  goals. 
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Mr.  Simler  asked  if  the  entities  that  Mr.  Lindsay  checked  with  paid  a similar  fee  for 
Partners'  services.  Mr.  Lindsay  said  generally  the  fee  was  higher,  simply  because  the 
projects  undertaken  by  these  cities  were  larger  in  scope. 

Mr.  McElhoe  asked  what  South  Shore  contacts  provide  to  the  program  and  would 
there  be  an  additional  fee  for  them?  Ms.  Sturtz  said  there  would  be  no  additional  fee, 
any  outside  resources  would  be  included  in  the  Partners'  fee. 

Mr.  Simler  asked  how  quickly  Partners  would  be  ready  to  go  on  the  program  and  Ms. 
Sturtz  reported  that  actually  Mr.  McNulty  has  been  calling  her  saying  that  Partners  is 
ready  to  go  forward  as  soon  as  possible.  She  added  that  his  purpose  may  also  reflect 
a truism  that  if  the  community  can  see  things  are  beginning  to  happen,  funding  will 
be  more  readily  forthcoming. 

Mr.  McElhoe  asked  if  Lincoln  had  been  approached  and  Ms.  Sturtz  replied  it  had 
asked  the  City  to  submit  a grant  proposal  but  the  City  has  not  chosen  yet  to  do  that. 

Mr.  Simler  voiced  a concern  that  he  would  like  a little  more  information  from  which 
to  base  a decision  upon  before  committing  $10,000  to  another  consultant.  Mr. 
Powell  expressed  a similar  concern,  citing  that  the  recent  Thorne  Consultants 
industrial  study  fiasco  has  made  him  somewhat  cautious. 

Mr.  McElhoe  asked  if  Mr.  Lindsay  could  provide  the  tangible  results  of  a Partners 
venture  in  any  of  the  communities  associated  with  the  references  he  checked.  Mr. 
Lindsay  said  yes,  and  he  would  do  a summary  for  the  Commissioners. 

Mr.  Fletcher  then  asked  that  the  issue  of  funding  $10,000  to  Partners  be  tabled  until 
next  meeting  at  which  time  more  information  would  be  presented. 


Update  - Midtowne  Crossing 

Mr.  Lindsay  indicated  the  demolition  of  the  defective  think-clad  brick  system  has 
progressed  to  the  Hutner  building.  The  panels  are  up  on  the  Wayne  Street  elevation 
up  to  Midtowne  Stationers.  The  elevation  from  Midtowne  Stationers  at  Wayne  and 
Calhoun  south  to  the  Hutner  Building  demolition  line  is  being  readied  for  insulation  of 
the  panels. 

Mr.  Lindsay  said  completion  is  still  projected  for  mid  December,  barring  bad  weather. 
The  project  continues  to  go  forward  smoothly.  He  said  the  best  area  to  view  the 
finished  product  from  is  the  alley  that  runs  behind  Lebamoff  Law  Offices.  From  there 
the  Commissioners  would  be  able  to  see  the  completed  exterior  (on  the  south  wall  of 
the  Lillie  Bldg.),  including  the  finishing  touches  (trim  contrast,  etc.). 


Update  - Armory  Acquisition 

Mr.  Fletcher  stated  he  spoke  with  the  State  Armory  Board  last  week  and  the  Board 
informed  him  the  papers  have  been  approved  (signed)  by  the  Attorney  General  but 
have  not  been  released  from  that  office  yet.  Upon  release  from  the  Attorney 
General's  Office,  the  closing  paperwork  must  go  on  to  the  Governor's  Office  for  his 
signature.  Mr.  Fletcher  said  until  those  papers  finish  State-level  processing,  the 
Commission  is  forced  to  wait. 
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Mr.  Fletcher  touched  briefly  on  status  of  reuse  proposals  for  the  Armory.  He  said  the 
review  committee  examined  a proposal  from  the  Ft.  Wayne  Jaycees.  The  Jaycees 
proposed  using  it  as  a community  center  as  well  as  their  business  offices.  The  review 
committee  decided  it  would  like  to  pursue  the  proposal  further  but  wanted  some 
additional  information  from  the  Jaycees  before  either  entity  made  any  kind  of 
commitments. 


Update  - City  Parking  Lot 

Mr.  Fletcher  stated  that  since  he  had  been  absent  at  the  last  meeting,  Loren  had 
briefed  him  on  the  Commissioners  desire  to  require  Wayne  Asphalt  to  meet  the 
specifications.  Mr.  Fletcher  proceeded  to  inform  Wayne  that  it  must  meet  all  the 
criteria  as  specified  in  Mr.  Fletcher's  last  letter  or  he  would  call  for  default  on  the 
contract. 

Wayne  Asphalt  agreed  to  comply  with  all  provisions  of  the  letter  except  the  criteria 
concerning  all  the  monolithic  walks,  according  to  Mr.  Fletcher.  Wayne  agreed  to 
replace/repair  two  specific  walks  that  were  breaking  up,  but  not  the  walks  that  were 
in  good  shape.  Mr.  Fletcher  conferred  with  City  engineers  who  said  there  was  no 
need  for  Wayne  to  rip  up  the  satisfactory  monolithic  walks,  and  that  actually,  City 
Engineering  preferred  that  method  over  the  one  called  for  in  the  original 
specifications.  Mr.  Fletcher  said  he  asked  for  a two-year  warranty  from  Wayne 
Asphalt  on  the  remaining  sidewalks  instead  of  requiring  the  contractor  to  redo  them. 

With  no  further  business  to  discuss,  Mr.  Simler  did  motion  to  adjourn  the  meeting  and 
Mr.  McElhoe  did  second.  The  meeting  was  adjourned  at  approximately  5:40p.m. 


SSION 


ADOPTED: ^evembgrTS.  1996 
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FORT  WAYNE  REDEVELOPMENT  COMMISSION 


SPECIAL  MEETING  MINUTES 
December  3,  1996 


TIME:  4:30  p.m. 

PLACE:  City-County  Bldg.  - 9th  floor 

Mayor's  Conference  Room 

MEMBERS  PRESENT:  John  B.  Powell  - President 

R.  Steven  Hill  - V.  President 
George  F.  Simler,  III  - Secretary 
Steven  E.  McElhoe  - Member 

MEMBERS  ABSENT:  Ben  Eisbart  - Member  (Ineligible  to  serve  due  to  relocation 

of  his  primary  residence  outside  City  limits) 


STAFF  PRESENT:  Ron  Fletcher  - Executive  Director 

James  C.  Lindsay  - Redevelopment  Specialist 
Karyn  Heiney  - Administrative  Assistant 


COUNSEL  PRESENT:  R.  David  Boyer 


OTHERS  PRESENT:  Steven  Gildea,  President  - Gildea  Tool  & Engineering 

John  Stafford  - Strategic  Planner,  City  of  Ft.  Wayne 
Tim  Warren  - City's  Water  Engineering  Dept. 

Pat  Callahan  - City's  Water  Pollution  Control  Dept. 


CALL  TO  ORDER 

Mr.  Powell  called  to  order  this  regular  meeting  of  the  Fort  Wayne  Redevelopment 
Commission. 

ROLL  CALL 

It  was  noted  for  the  record  that  all  sitting  (eligible)  Commissioners  were  present  at  this 
meeting.  Mr.  Powell  noted  there  was  presently  one  vacancy  on  the  Commission 
Board. 

APPROVAL  OF  CLAIMS 

Mr.  Hill  moved  for  approval  of  the  September  and  October  1 996  claims  and  Mr.  Simler 
did  second  the  motion.  The  approval  passed  unanimously. 

APPROVAL  OF  MINUTES 

Mr.  McElhoe  motioned  for  approval  of  the  October  21,  1996  executive  session  and 
regular  meeting  minutes.  Mr.  Simler  did  second  the  motion.  Said  minutes  were 
approved  unanimously. 

OLD  BUSINESS 

None 

NEW  BUSINESS 

Discussion  - Partners  for  Livable  Communities 

Mr.  Fletcher  stated  he  would  be  discussing  this  topic  in  more  detail  at  the  next  meeting 
but  that  he  continues  to  pursue  outside  resources  to  fund  the  project.  Mr.  Powell 
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noted  for  the  record  that  Mr.  Lindsay  provided  the  Commissioners  with  written 
material,  as  requested,  regarding  the  Partners  organization  as  well  as  Mr.  Lindsay's 
comments  on  the  organization's  reference  checks  he  had  made. 


Discussion  - Baer  Field  EDA  and  Related  Infrastructure  Problems 

Mr.  Fletcher  told  the  Commissioners  that  the  Baer  Field  Economic  Development  Area 
(EDA)  was  established  about  six  months  ago,  an  area  consisting  of  approximately 
1000  acres.  As  a refresher,  Mr.  Fletcher  outlined  the  area's  basic  boundaries  and 
explained  that  the  EDA  had  been  created  primarily  to  assist  in  financing  needed 
infrastructure  improvements  in  and  serving  the  area,  mainly  water  and  sewer.  This 
would  be  accomplished  by  using  tax  increment  financing  (TIF)  as  a basis  for  project 
funding.  Mr.  Fletcher  emphasized  to  the  Commissioners  that  only  projects  that  are 
in,  or  serve,  the  Baer  Field  EDA  can  be  funded  by  the  EDA's  collected  TIF  increment. 
He  said  that  the  Commission  could  not  use  TIF  money  to  fund  projects  that  were 
unrelated  to  Baer  Field  EDA  and  did  not  meet  the  "in,  or  serving  the  area"  criteria.  Mr. 
Fletcher  added  that  Allen  County  would  be  using  money  it  receives  from  the  previously 
established  General  Motors  TIF  District  to  fund  improvements  within  the  southwest 
sector  as  well. 

Mr.  Tim  Warren  and  Mr.  Pat  Callahan  of  the  City's  Water  Engineering  and  Water 
Pollution  Control  departments,  respectively,  spoke  at  the  meeting,  describing  in  greater 
detail  the  water  and  sewer  problems  that  currently  exist  in  the  southwest  section,  as 
well  as  what  improvements  were  planned  to  alleviate  those  problems. 

Mr.  Callahan,  Water  Pollution  Control,  spoke  first  and  explained  that  there  are  two 
problems  the  City  is  grappling  with.  One  is  that  the  current  infrastructure  capacity  is 
insufficient  to  provide  service  to  existing  development,  much  less  any  new 
development  with  its  additional  system  demands.  The  other  problem  is  that  several 
bottlenecks  exist  in  the  southwest  area,  or  adjacent  to  it,  which  are  preventing 
additional  development  growth.  Mr.  Callahan  identified  these  on  a large  map.  He  also 
pointed  out  the  proposed  sewer  and  water  projects  and  identified  which  ones  were 
tentatively  scheduled  for  handling  by  the  County,  the  City's  Board  of  Works,  the  City 
and  County  Redevelopment  Commissions,  etc. 

Mr.  Fletcher  stated  that  the  specific  sewer  projects  in  or  serving  Baer  Field  EDA  (that 
the  Commission  was  being  asked  to  fund)  would  be  H39  016  at  a cost  of 
approximately  $256,000,  130  002  at  approximately  $532,000,  and  H43018  at 
approximately  $1 12,000.  Those  three  projects  total  approximately  $900,000. 

Mr.  Callahan  stated  all  proposed  sewer  projects  were  ranked,  mostly  according  to  most 
critical  need.  Of  the  three  previously  mentioned,  H43018  was  the  most  critical  and 
therefore  would  be  the  first  constructed.  Mr.  Stafford  added  that  fortunately,  H4301  8 
was  the  "most  fundable"  (least  expensive)  of  the  three  projects  at  $1  1 2,000. 

Mr.  Fletcher  elaborated  that  he  and  Mr.  Stafford  had  spoken  earlier  in  the  day 
concerning  several  issues  including  the  three  projects  slated  for  Commission  funding, 
the  "negative"  revenues  being  generated  from  the  Baer  Field  EDA  (from  revenue 
streams  which  must  pay  for  those  projects),  existing  and  future  tax  abatements,  the 
length  of  time  which  may  pass  before  a positive  revenue  stream  will  be  generated  in 
the  EDA,  and  how  much  revenue  must  be  generated  in  order  to  pay  off  a bond  issue. 
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Mr.  Fletcher  stated  these  issues  were  particularly  important  since  the  County  was 
presently  going  forward  with  its  own  $3.8  million  dollar  TIF  bond  (backed  by  the  GM 
plant  TIF  District  increment),  primarily  to  fund  sewer/water  line  capacity  improvements 
so  as  to  accommodate  the  GM  plant  expansion.  If  the  City  Redevelopment 
Commission  could  not  issue  a bond  sometime  in  the  next  several  years  in  order  to  fund 
infrastructure  construction  up  front,  Mr.  Fletcher  expressed  concern  as  to  what  would 
happen  to  the  opportunity  for  new  development  to  occur  in  the  southwest  area. 

Mr.  Callahan's  response  was  that  it  would  definitely  restrict  Utilities'  ability  to  serve 
new  development  with  water  and  sewer.  Consequently,  the  private  sector  would  not 
develop  in  the  area.  Fie  said  that  presently  the  existing  sewer  lines  were  "stuffed," 
and  he  pointed  in  particular  to  a sewer  line  bottleneck  northeast  of  the  Baer  Field  EDA. 
Fie  said  that  bottleneck  was  currently  affecting  the  EDA  and  needed  immediate 
attention.  If  the  situation  was  not  addressed  soon,  sewage  backup  would  begin  to 
occur  at  existing  development. 

Mr.  Fletcher  further  clarified  for  all  present  that  even  if  the  County  proceeds  with  the 
its  planned  sewer  line  construction  out  toward  GM,  the  Baer  Field  EDA  will  still  suffer 
from  slow  growth  due  to  insufficient  infrastructure  capacity. 

Although  Mr.  Callahan  could  not  say  in  exact  numbers,  he  said  that  if  the  H43018 
project  is  done,  it  will  allow  for  a few  more  industries  with  low  water  usage  needs  to 
locate  within  the  EDA  right  away. 

Mr.  Powell  asked  what  would  physically  be  accomplished  in  the  course  of  addressing 
the  infrastructure  problems.  Mr.  Callahan  said  that  currently,  the  only  physical 
(alternative)  plan  offered  was  one  designed  in  1994  and  that  called  for  building  a 
parallel  pipeline  along  the  same  alignment  as  the  existing  one.  He  said  that  the 
bottlenecks  were  first  identified  in  1 994  through  computer  modulation  when  the  sewer 
department  was  preparing  its  master  plan.  However,  currently  the  models  are  being 
updated  by  a Rust  consultants  to  provide  greater  accuracy.  Since  the  models  were  in 
the  update  process,  Mr.  Callahan  could  not  give  specifics  on  exactly  what  would  be 
done  yet  on  each  project.  He  indicated  his  department  is  expecting  to  have  that 
information  before  the  end  of  the  year. 

Mr.  Powell  wanted  to  confirm  that  the  Redevelopment  Commission  responsibilities 
would  be  to  provide  new  infrastructure  within  or  serving  the  EDA,  and  that  City 
Utilities  responsibilities  would  be  to  provide  service  to  existing  customer  lines  as  well 
as  address  problems  with  the  existing  sewer  lines.  Mr.  Callahan  confirmed  that 
scenario. 

Mr.  Powell  also  wanted  to  confirm  that  the  "models"  Mr.  Callahan  referred  to  as 
identifying  the  bottlenecks  had  taken  into  consideration  the  potential  for  future  growth 
in  the  EDA.  Again,  Mr.  Callahan  concurred  and  elaborated  that  maximum  potential 
capacity  was  being  determined  based  on  the  County's  (Mark  Royse)  growth  projection 
for  the  area  in  the  next  20-30  years. 

Mr.  Tim  Warren,  from  City  Water  Engineering,  then  spoke  on  the  infrastructure 
problems  involving  adequate  water  supply  (clean  water)  to  the  southwest  sector. 

Mr.  Warren  indicated  his  department  has  been  working  with  both  City  and  County  to 
provide  services  in  the  southwest  area.  Of  particular  concern  are  their  contractual 
obligations  to  GM,  Coca-Cola,  and  Nestle  developments  since  those  entities  were 
existing  contractual  clients. 
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Mr.  Warren  stated  that  major  projects  identified  in  the  southwest  sector  were  the 
Southwest  Feeders  I and  II,  said  projects  cumulatively  estimated  to  cost  approximately 
$1.2  million.  Mr.  Warren  said  the  City  Redevelopment  responsibilities  would  be  water 
projects  identified  as  #3,  4,  7,  & 8.  He  said  projects  3,7,  & 8 had  been  identified 
under  the  Utility  administration  master  plan  has  being  necessary  to  support  growth  and 
development  in  the  area,  as  well  as  to  supplement  the  GM  water  obligations.  Projects 
5,6,  & 9 would  serve  the  Nestle  area.  Projects  5&6  were  also  identified  as  necessary 
to  promote  development  in  the  southwest  corridor.  Mr.  Warren  summed  up  the 
southwest  area's  situation  as  one  where  further  development  would  be  unable  to  occur 
if  the  earmarked  water  projects  did  not  materialize. 

Mr.  Fletcher  posed  the  same  question  to  Mr.  Warren  that  he  asked  of  Mr.  Callahan  in 
that  he  wanted  to  know  which  water  projects  were  the  most  critical.  Mr.  Warren  said 
Projects  I & II  (Southwest  Feeders)  were  most  important,  and  the  remaining  projects 
would  be  prioritized  depending  on  which  one(s)  affected  the  area  that  developed  next. 

Mr.  Fletcher  then  clarified  for  the  Commissioners  that  the  Memorandum  of 
Understanding  (MOU),  which  would  be  next  on  the  agenda  for  specific  discussion, 
would  ask  the  Commission  to  "use  its  best  efforts"  to  fund  the  following  water 
projects: 

Project  Estimated  Cost 

#3  $216,000 

#4  $106,400 

#7  $117,000 

#8  $252.000 

$691,400  Total  estimated  cost  of  water  projects 

Mr.  Fletcher  commented  that  Commission  estimated  funding  for  both  water  and  sewer 
projects  together  would  be  approximately  $1.6  million. 

In  winding  up  the  discussion,  Mr.  Fletcher  mentioned  that  when  the  Commission 
created  the  Baer  Field  EDA,  it  had  looked  at  the  potential  problems/projects  that  would 
most  likely  be  undertaken  within  it  to  facilitate  development.  One  project  in  addition 
to  water  and  sewer  that  was  anticipated  was  extending  Ardmore  Avenue  to  Dalman 
Rd.  However,  Mr.  Fletcher  said  that  it  appeared  the  City  would  be  taking  on  that 
project  instead  and  the  Commission  will  not  have  to,  which  would  save  some  spending 
by  the  Commission  therefore.  Mr.  Fletcher  reminded  the  Commissioners,  however, 
that  the  area  still  had  other  transportation  problems  which  would  need  to  be  addressed 
in  the  future. 

There  were  no  further  questions  from  the  Commissioners  concerning  any  of  the 
discussion  to  this  point. 


Discussion  - Intergovernmental  Memorandum  of  Understanding  (MOU) 

Mr.  Stafford  spoke  to  clarify  just  what  the  Memorandum  was,  what  it  would 
accomplish  for  southwest  Allen  County/Fort  Wayne,  and  how  the  Commission  s 
participation  in  the  MOU  would  affect  those  accomplishments.  He  emphasized  that 
the  Memorandum  of  Understanding  was  basically  a "game  plan"  or  "road  map"  for 
addressing  major  problems  in  the  southwest  area.  He  said  that  the  MOU  attempts  to 
look  at  the  "big  picture"  for  the  area  by  examining  the  overlapping  political 
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jurisdictions,  EDA  boundaries,  revenue  use  restrictions,  etc.  This  approach  is  needed 
in  order  to  propose  the  most  efficient  and  fair  use  of  affected  governmental  resources, 
yet  still  solve  the  area's  problems  in  a way  that  benefits  all  entities. 

Mr.  Stafford  further  explained  that  the  MOU  identifies  specific  infrastructure  problems 
in  the  area,  the  history  of  how  these  problems  came  to  exist,  as  well  as  the  potential 
revenue  sources  which  could  be  used  to  fund  solutions  to  said  problems.  It  identified 
the  eight  governmental  entities  asked  to  participate  in  the  MOU  but  he  emphasized  it 
did  not  bind  any  of  those  eight  entities  to  any  action.  Mr.  Stafford  said  that  the  MOU 
only  asked  for  a spirit  of  cooperation  or  "best  effort"  by  each  entity  to,  indeed,  take 
action  and  assist  in  solving  the  problems  impeding  development  in  the  southwest  area 
since  development  would  benefit  all  parties. 

Mr.  Stafford  then  identified  several  specific  problems.  He  said  one  existing  problem 
was  insufficient  sewer  capacity  in  the  Waynedale  area  to  handle  existing  customer 
demand.  There  was  a potential  problem  in  that  there  may  not  be  enough  sewer  and 
water  capacity  in  the  Baer  Field  area  allow  for  industrial  development.  Mr.  Stafford 
also  said  that  two  road  projects,  Ardmore  Extension  (from  Lower  Huntington  Rd.  to 
Dalman  Rd.)  and  Dalman  Road  Extension  (to  1-69),  would  greatly  alleviate 
transportation  problems  in  the  area.  Mr.  Stafford  asserted  that  implementation  of 
solutions  to  these  problems  would  make  the  southwest  area  a very  viable  economic 
development  asset  to  the  community. 

Mr.  Stafford  went  on  to  say  there  were  some  existing  and  potential  opportunities  in 
this  area  as  well.  He  said  that  the  current  GM  plant  expansion  is  an  existing 
opportunity  to  tap  increased  TIF  (tax  incremental  financing)  revenues  to  fund  some  of 
the  projects  anticipated  for  the  southwest  area.  He  informed  the  Commissioners  that 
the  County  Redevelopment  Commission  was  willing  to  issue  a TIF  bond  based 
predominantly  on  the  GM  TIF  revenues  and  that  actually,  in  conjunction  with  financial 
consultants,  was  already  in  the  process. 

Three  other  potential  (revenue)  opportunities  cited  by  Mr.  Stafford  were  the  Baer  Field 
EDA  created  by  this  Commission,  and  two  County  Redevelopment  Commission  EDAs 
created  south  of  the  airport.  Mr.  Stafford  said  the  County-established  EDAs  were  the 
Bluffton  Road/l-469  EDA,  which  contains  the  Nestle  development,  and  the  Bluffton 
Road  East  EDA,  a piece  of  ground  that  has  been  the  object  of  recent  interest  by 
industrial  development. 

Mr.  Stafford  also  stated,  as  had  Mr.  Fletcher  earlier,  that  there  were  some  restrictions 
on  projects  that  could  be  funded  by  certain  revenue  streams,  i.e.,  , TIF  revenue 
generated  by  Baer  Field  EDA  development  must  fund  projects  within,  or  serving,  that 
EDA.  He  also  reiterated  that  certain  projects  in  the  area  were  more  critical  than  others 
as  far  as  a community  needs  basis.  Therefore,  Mr.  Stafford  attempted  to  identify 
those  projects  and  the  associated  revenue  streams  which  would  fund  them. 


City  Utilities  & -cluster  of  sewer  projects  located  "north"  of  the  area,  within 
Revenue  Fund  the  City,  located  in  the  proximity  of  Foster  Park 


GM  TIF  revenues  -Southwest  Feeder  Main  PH  I and  PH  II  water  projects 

-Established  sewer  projects  located  north  of  Lower 
Huntington  Rd.  and  south  of  St.  Mary  River  near 
Winchester  Road  (sewer  projects  are  the  MOST  CRITICAL 
due  to  serving  existing  customers) 

Baer  Field  TIF  -projects  within  and  serving  the  Baer  Field  EDA,  including 
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revenues  the  3 previously  identified  sewer  projects  (H43018, 

H39016,  H39002),  the  Ardmore  Extension  road  project, 
and  water  projects  along  extended  Ardmore  Rd., 
Indianapolis  Rd.,  Lower  Huntington  Rd.,  and  Smith  Rd. 
These  projects  would  be  completed  depending  on  what  type 
of  company  located  where  first  and  what  the  company's 
critical  needs  would  be.  Mr.  Stafford  noted  that  presently 
there  is  a negative  TIF  increment  of  approximately  $1  1 0,00 
in  the  Baer  Field  EDA.  That  meant  more  development  was 
needed  (preferably  non-abated)  as  soon  as  possible  just  to 
reach  a break-even  point  in  revenue. 

Mr.  Stafford  added  that  there  were  some  proposed  projects  were  largely  speculative. 
These  were  sited  in  the  area  that  included  the  current  Nestle  development.  He  felt 
these  type  projects  should  definitely  be  engineered  and  "sitting  on  a shelf  ready  to  go." 
But  "ready  to  go"  meant  only  when  a large  enough  development  project  came  along 
to  warrant  expending  the  money.  Mr.  Stafford  said  that  the  speculative  project  was 
the  most  expensive  project  of  any  being  considered  in  the  southwest  area.  He 
reiterated  that  neither  the  County  nor  the  City  would  be  asked  to  go  forward  on 
projects  like  this  until  enough  revenue  from  a specific  development  could  fund  them. 

Mr.  Fletcher  asked  if  the  County's  proposed  $3.8  million  bond  issue  was  relying  on 
Nestle  tax  increment  revenues  to  pay  back  the  bond.  Mr.  Stafford  replied  no,  that  the 
bond  issue  was  considering  only  the  GM  increment. 

Mr.  Stafford  summed  up  the  Intergovernmental  Memorandum  of  Understanding  as 
three  documents  actually.  One  was  the  identification  of  the  plan  of  action  by  the  eight 
parties  in  solving  development-related  problems  in  the  southwest  area  of  Fort  Wayne, 
again  emphasizing  only  best  efforts  by  each  were  agreed  to  and  no  party  would  be 
bound  to  do  anything  it  financially  could  not. 

Secondly,  Mr.  Stafford  said  the  Memorandum  incorporated  an  agreement  between  the 
County  Redevelopment  Commission  and  the  City's  Board  of  Public  Works  (BOW)  to 
partially  fund  water/sewer  projects  (that  serve  the  TIF  area)  with  its  GM  TIF  revenues. 
This  would  be  similar,  he  said,  to  the  agreement  that  this  Commission  (City 
Redevelopment)  had  made  with  the  BOW  concerning  the  Nestle  development. 

Thirdly,  Mr.  Stafford  said  there  was  an  interlocal  governmental  agreement  that  would 
be  executed  between  the  Allen  County  Redevelopment  Commission  (ACRC)  and  the 
Fort  Wayne  Redevelopment  Commission  (FWRC)  that  would  allow  ACRC  to  work 
within  the  geographical  jurisdiction  of  the  FWRC. 

Mr.  Stafford  then  specifically  went  over  Item  #6  of  the  Memorandum  which  dealt  with 
the  "City  Redevelopment  Commission  Obligations."  That  section  covered  the 
previously  discussed  specific  projects  and  also  referenced  one  item  (6.2.7)  not  yet 
mentioned  in  the  discussion.  Item  6.2.7  asked  the  Commission  to  fund  any  water  or 
sewer  project  that  is  proposed  for  the  GM  Plan,  and  is  in,  or  serves,  the  Baer  Field  EDA 
but  for  some  reason  cannot  be  funded  by  the  GM  TIF  bond.  Mr.  Stafford  added, 
however,  that  at  this  point  it  did  not  look  like  this  situation  would  occur. 

Additionally,  Mr.  Stafford  stated  that  the  Memorandum  also  obliged  the  Commission, 
to  the  extent  available,  to  first  apply  TIF  revenues  captured  from  Baer  Field  EDA  to  pay 
off  the  infrastructure  project  costs,  before  funding  any  other  onsite  development  it 
may  want  to  occur. 
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Mr.  Stafford  advised  the  FWRC  that  a requirement  of  the  MOU  was  that  the  FWRC 
take  great  care  when  approving  Economic  Revitalization  Area  designations  within  Baer 
Field  EDA,  i.e.,  for  tax  abatement  applications,  because  there  would  be  two 
competing  uses  for  the  same  revenue  stream.  Mr.  Stafford  stated  that  the  Gildea 
Resolution,  which  would  be  brought  before  the  Commission  that  night,  would  be  an 
example  of  this  type  of  consideration.  The  full  payment  of  taxes  was  needed  to  fund 
the  infrastructure,  yet  giving  tax  abatement  would  lower  the  amount  of  tax  (increment) 
that  could  be  used  to  pay  off  the  bond  or  loan  that  made  the  infrastructure  possible, 
which  had  allowed  development  to  locate  or  expand  in  the  area  in  the  first  place. 
Conversely,  Mr.  Stafford  emphasized,  however,  that  there  would  be  no  development 
to  generate  tax  increment  if  tax  abatement  is  not  permitted  at  all. 

Mr.  Hill  asked  if  Mr.  Stafford  meant  disallowing  abatement  completely  within  the  area. 
Mr.  Stafford  said  no,  but  that  the  Commissioners  would  need  to  use  caution  when 
granting  the  abatements. 

Mr.  Hill  expressed  concern  though  that  the  City  and  the  Commission  over  time  have 
already  "set  a precedent"  for  the  business  community  regarding  approval  of 
abatement.  How  could  the  City  or  the  Commission  fairly  reverse  their  position  for  just 
one  or  two  projects  when  all  the  rest  have  routinely  been  approved? 

Mr.  Hill  asked  for  further  clarification  on  delegation  of  City  Redevelopment  powers  and 
authorizations  to  the  County  Redevelopment  Commission  and  if  that  authority  applied 
only  on  a case-by-case  basis.  Mr.  Boyer  responded  that  the  delegation  of  powers  was 
just  for  this  specific  project  and  no  other.  He  added  that  it  also  did  not  prohibit  this 
Commission  from  using  its  own  powers  within  the  area  and  therefore  was  not  a "non- 
exclusive delegation";  nor  did  the  delegation  of  powers  allow  the  County  to  create 
urban  renewal  areas,  or  TIF  areas,  within  City  jurisdiction. 

Mr.  Hill  asked  if  the  County  would  be  responsible  for,  or  control,  each  construction 
project  within  the  project  such  as  its  logistics,  timeline,  invoice  payment,  and 
subsequently,  drawdown  of  TIF  monies,  etc.  He  wanted  to  be  sure  that  this 
Commission  would  not  be  responsible  for  the  County's  administrative  costs,  etc. 

Mr.  Boyer  stated  yes,  the  County  would  control/manage  the  projects  but  also  clarified 
that  the  TIF  monies  it  would  utilize  for  construction  would  be  the  County's  TIF  money 
from  GM,  not  the  Commission's  TIF  increment  from  Baer  Field.  The  interlocal 
agreement,  however,  was  a requirement  of  state  statute  since  the  County  would  be 
working  within  the  City's  jurisdiction. 

Mr.  Stafford  also  indicated  that  the  County's  bond  council  wanted  the  money  to  be 
handled  in  this  fashion  so  that  when  bond  council  wrote  its  opinion  on  the  bond  issue, 
there  would  be  no  question  that,  essentially  TIF  revenues  would  go  toward  projects 
in,  or  serving,  the  GM  EDA. 

Mr.  Boyer  added  that  he  was  confident  that  with  the  changes  made  today  which 
specified  the  limits  of  power,  the  interlocal  agreement  would  sufficiently  protect  this 
Commission  from  interference  with  its  powers  yet  still  let  the  County  do  its  job. 

In  response  to  a question  from  Mr.  Hill,  Mr.  Boyer  confirmed  that  no  relocations  would 
be  involved  in  the  related  infrastructure  projects.  Mr.  Hill  also  asked  if  it  was  the 
creator's  intent  to  have  the  Memorandum  amended  since  the  projects  delineated  in  the 
various  attached  exhibits  are  so  specifically  referred  to  in  the  document.  Mr.  Fletcher 
remarked  that  the  accompanying  resolution  states  that  the  Memorandum  offers  a 
preliminary  plan  and  that  the  Executive  Director,  in  consultation  with  the  Commission 
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President,  would  be  authorized  to  approve  final  changes  to  the  Memorandum.  Mr.  Hill 
commented  that  since  this  Memorandum  would  still  be  in  existence  in  ten  to  twenty 
years,  amending  it  would  be  prudent  so  that  public  servants  in  years  ahead  would  be 
able  to  understand  what  was  intended  by  today's  creators. 

Mr.  Stafford  reminded  everyone  that  the  Memorandum  was  only  a game  plan,  or  a 
general  idea  of  the  course  of  action  that  should  be  pursued  in  order  to  address 
infrastructure  problems  southwest.  It  would  also  serve  as  a vehicle  for  the  eight 
parties  signing  it  to  "buy  in"  to  the  basic  project  concepts  delineated  within  it,  as  well 
as  the  corresponding  responsibilities  that  would  be  expected  from  each  party.  Mr. 
Stafford  said  the  Memorandum  was  not  meant  to  be  all  encompassing  and  finite  at  this 
time. 


Mr.  Boyer  added  that  the  only  true  requirement  stated  in  the  Memorandum  was  that 
any  party  considering  any  "significant  actions"  in  the  southwest  project  area  must 
officially  notify  all  the  other  signature  parties  of  such  actions. 

At  this  time  Mr.  Fletcher  briefly  went  over  several  examples  of  projected  TIF  revenues 
from  the  Baer  Field  EDA,  based  on  pro  formas  of  $.5,  $1.0,  and  $1.6  million  TIF 
bonds.  He  clarified  that  there  is  not  much  development  in  the  EDA  presently  and 
based  solely  on  those  current  businesses  and  their  tax  abatements,  a bond  of  $.5 
million  would  not  show  any  positive  TIF  revenues  until  the  fifth  year  out  and  even  then 
the  increment  would  be  very  small.  Mr.  Fletcher  said  presently  the  EDA  has  a negative 
$ 1 1 0,000  revenue  stream,  due  to  1995  reassessment,  that  must  be  made  up  from  tax 
increment  generated  by  future  growth  and  development  in  the  EDA. 

Mr.  Stafford  reminded  the  Commissioners  not  to  think  in  terms  of  all  infrastructure 
projects  must  be  completed  within  one  to  three  years  either.  He  encouraged  a 
measured  approach  to  projects,  saying  the  Commission  could  wait  until  more 
development  occurs  before  start  another  project. 

To  address  the  impact  of  tax  abatement  on  new  development  in  the  southwest  area, 
Mr.  Stafford  noted  that  other  revenue  streams  could  be  utilized  in  the  initial  years  of 
project  construction  so  as  to  supplement  that  portion  of  TIF  allocation  lost  due  to  tax 
abatements  that  may  be  given  to  as  inducements  to  relocating  and  expanding 
businesses  within  the  EDA.  Mr.  Stafford  cited  UDAG  (Power  Wheels)  recapture  funds, 
and  CEDIT  funds  as  two  possible  sources.  He  emphasized  again  that  the 
Memorandum  of  Understanding  does  not,  and  can't,  bind  this  Commission  to 
something  it  can't  reasonably  do. 

Mr.  Hill  and  Mr.  Powell  both  commented  on  the  tax  abatement  situation  again,  saying 
that  the  Commission  has  historically  set  a precedent  of  approving  requests  for  real 
property  and  equipment  abatements.  Mr.  Powell  could  not  remember  denying  a single 
one  in  the  several  years  he  had  been  on  the  Commission.  Yet  the  approval  of 
abatements  in  this  area  would  severely  impact  the  ability  to  meet  the  debt  service 
requirements  of  a TIF  bond  because  TIF  revenues  would  be  minimal  during  the  riskier 
initial  years  of  the  bond. 

Mr.  Hill  concurred,  but  acknowledged  the  catch-22  in  that  he  knew  that  industry 
needed  tax  abatements  in  order  to  upgrade/expand  their  businesses  just  to  stay 
competitive.  It  was  also  in  the  City's  best  interest  that  local  industry  stay  competitive. 

Moreover,  Mr.  Hill  said  it  would  be  unfair  to  deny  abatement  status  all  of  the  sudden 
to  those  companies  requesting  it  now,  especially  since  the  Commission  has  no 
guidelines  or  policy  for  approving,  or  denying,  abatements.  He  did  not  think  the 
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Commission  would  be  able  to  give  a reasonable  reason  in  defending  a new  practice  of 
denying  tax  abatement  without  having  such  guidelines. 

Mr.  Stafford  said  that  is  exactly  the  reason  that  every  request  would  be  a case-by-case 
decision,  since  abatement  was  needed  yet  must  be  carefully  analyzed  in  order  to 
protect  the  TIF  revenue  stream. 

Mr.  Hill  felt  strongly  that  every  location  in  the  Baer  Field  EDA  will  potentially  need  to 
offer  tax  abatement.  He  also  felt  that  it  was  prudent  for  businesses  to  request  it. 
Therefore,  he  said  he  thought  the  infrastructure  projects  in  the  southwest  should  be 
funded  by  some  other  means  than  TIF.  He  was  against  relying  on  TIF  revenues  to 
fund  these  projects. 

Mr.  Stafford  explained  that  relying  on  TIF  revenues  solely  would  not  be  necessary, 
since  other  financing,  as  he  previously  mentioned,  could  very  well  be  available  for  use. 
He  said  the  Memorandum  acknowledged  the  future  use  of  tax  abatement  and  what 
role  it  would  play.  However,  he  encouraged  conservative  or  cautious  consideration  of 
abatements  within  the  EDA  and  even  recommended  that  the  Commissioners  look  at 
allowing  only  three  years  abatement  on  real  property  instead  of  six  or  ten  (the 
maximum).  He  also  recommended  looking  at  personal  property  (equipment)  differently 
than  usual.  He  commented  that,  yes,  doing  so  may  set  a precedent,  but  that  it  did  not 
necessarily  have  to. 

Mr.  Boyer  agreed  with  Mr.  Stafford,  saying  that  tax  abatements  approved  in  the  past 
by  the  Commission  were  ones  that  did  not  affect  the  Commission's  ability  to  repay  any 
financing  (i.e.,  bond)  that  may  have  been  outstanding.  However,  abatement  WILL 
affect  repayment  of  the  infrastructure  financing  in  Baer  Field  EDA  and  therefore,  that 
effect  must  now  be  considered  by  the  Commission  when  reviewing  Economic 
Revitalization  Area  designations  within  the  EDA. 

Mr.  Fletcher  concurred,  stating  that  previously  he  had  always  recommended  approval 
of  ERA  designation  for  developments  located  in  URAs  or  EDAs  since  there  had  never 
been  any  adverse  effect  on  repayment  of  financing.  He  said  the  Commission  would 
normally  pass  the  resolution  and  leave  it  up  to  City  Council  to  decide  the  merits  of  the 
abatement  request  and  the  related  benefits  to  the  community.  Mr.  Fletcher  , too, 
acknowledged  that  abatement  requests  in  the  Baer  Field  EDA  would  require  closer 
scrutiny  by  the  Commission  than  for  other  redevelopment  areas. 

Messrs.  Simler,  Powell,  and  Hill  were  unanimous  then  that  there  should  be  a current 
moratorium  on  tax  abatements  in  the  Baer  Field  EDA  until  some  type  of  formal  policy 
or  guidelines  could  be  put  in  place.  Mr.  Simler  was  especially  concerned  that  the 
Commission  be  protected  from  legal  suits  of  an  arbitrary  and  capricious  nature.  Mr. 
Boyer,  however,  assured  the  Commissioners  that  if  they  could  prove  that  granting  tax 
abatement  was  not  economically  feasible,  it  would  be  a valid  defense.  However,  Mr. 
Simler  wondered  what  would  happen  in  the  case  where  a particular  development  is 
determined  to  be  economically  feasible,  yet  the  Commission  determines  that  it  is  not 
an  acceptable  one  for  the  EDA,  due  to  yet-to-be-established  criteria. 

Mr.  Hill  brought  up  another  concern  which  was  property  assessment/reassessment. 
He  pointed  to  the  recent  GM  appeal  of  its  tax  assessment  by  the  County.  Mr.  Hill  said 
he  was  not  against  a business  appealing  its  assessed  value,  but  mentions  it  because 
it  represents  the  same  situation  as  tax  abatement. 

Mr.  Hill  stated  that  if  GM  succeeds  in  getting  its  real  property  assessed  value  lowered, 
it  means  less  TIF  increment  will  be  generated  to  the  County  to  pay  off  the  County's 


9 


' 


December  3,  1996 
Special  Meeting  Minutes 
Page  10 


bond.  He  added  that  when  that  happens,  it  will  indirectly  cost  the  Commission  more 
because  the  GM  infrastructure  capacity  projects  are  top  priority.  Less  GM  TIF  revenue 
means  the  County's  bond  issue  amount  would  have  to  be  lower.  A lower  bond 
amount  translates  into  less  County  dollars  to  fund  GM  projects,  leaving  the  remainder 
to  be  funded  by  other  means.  Mr.  Hill  pointed  out  that  according  to  the  Memorandum, 
this  Commission's  TIF  allocation  from  Baer  Field  not  only  is  slated  for  the  previously 
discussed  specific  projects  but  also  to  any  unfinished  GM  water  and  sewer  projects. 
Consequently,  how  the  County  handles  GM's  reassessment  appeal,  as  well  as  others 
like  it,  will  be  very  important  to  the  Commission. 

Mr.  Stafford  remarked  that  the  Memorandum  of  Understanding  does  not  represent 
itself  as  solving  all  the  problems  associated  with  infrastructure  southwest.  He 
stressed  it  is  only  an  attempt  by  all  named  parties  to  address  those  problems,  and  it 
does  anticipate  complications  and  unknowns  occurring. 

Mr.  Hill  asked  how  the  financing  for  these  water  and  sewer  projects  had  been  specified 
for  in  the  City's  CIP  (Capital  Improvement  Program).  Mr.  Stafford  indicated  that  some 
were  to  be  funded  by  utility  revenue,  some  by  TIF,  and  some  were  unspecified 
(meaning  no  funding  determined  yet).  Mr.  Warren  (Water  Engineering)  added  that 
some  of  these  projects  have  been  in  the  Master  Plan  since  1985  and  were  to  be 
funded  from  utility  revenues.  However,  revenues  have  been  insufficient  thus  far  to  do 
the  projects  yet. 

Mr.  Hill  reiterated  his  position  that  the  Commission  still  needs  to  establish  a policy  on 
requests  for  tax  abatement  approval.  The  issue  was  too  important  not  to. 

Mr.  Boyer's's  comment  was  that  when  the  Memorandum  was  still  being  created  under 
a auspices  of  a contract,  tax  abatement  would  not  be  allowed  for  any  project. 
However,  since  it  was  determined  that  abatements  would  have  to  be  offered  to 
businesses  by  the  City  and  County  in  order  to  attract/retain  development,  then  certain 
language  was  structured  within  the  Memorandum  to  express  the  caution  and  care  that 
would  be  necessary  in  evaluating,  case-by-case,  each  abatement  request. 

Mr.  Boyer  commented  further  that  if  there  was  a "black-and-white  policy"  that  stated 
yes/no  based  on  certain  criteria,  then  there  would  be  no  need  for  a Commission  to 
evaluate  the  particular  merits  of  each  case.  However,  he  said  that  a Commission  WAS 
needed  to  weigh  each  development's  pros  and  cons  precisely  because  of  the 
importance  of  an  abatement  impact.  Moreover,  that  was  also  why  the  Commission 
should  negotiate  with  the  City  for  replacement  funds  (for  lost  TIF  due  to  tax 
abatement)  such  as  UDAG  recapture  funds  or  CEDIT,  etc.  Mr.  Boyer  stated  that 
treating  businesses  equitably,  as  Mr.  Hill  desires,  did  not  mean  treating  them  "just 
alike.  It  meant  treating  them  "fairly  under  the  circumstances"  and  that  required 
examining  each  request  on  its  unique  merits. 

Mr.  Boyer  suggested,  therefore,  that  the  Commission  think  about  following  the  State's 
example  and  possibly  developing  a point  system  . Each  application  for  abatement  in 
a TIF  allocation  area  would  be  reviewed  and  allotted  points  for  certain  objectives  or 
benefits,  etc.,  and  approval  would  be  granted  based  on  achieving  a point  total  that  fell 
within  a predetermined  range. 

Mr.  Stafford  mentioned,  too,  that  a method  of  evaluating  tax  abatements  may  already 
be  in  place  and  used  by  the  City's  Economic  Development  department  when  it 
prepares  tax  abatement  requests  resolutions  for  City  Council  action.  That  department 
looks  at  several  criteria  before  making  its  recommendation  to  Council  such  as  what  is 
the  quality  of  the  jobs,  are  they  secondary  or  primary,  how  is  the  diversity  of  economy 
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impacted  by  this  development,  what  is  the  salary  range  for  new  jobs,  etc.  Mr. 
Stafford  said  these  abatements  are  reviewed  by  Council  before  any  action  is  taken, 
based  on  an  abundance  of  information,  yet  it  may  not  be  known  to  the  Redevelopment 
Commissioners  because  these  developments  are  not  located  in  URAs  or  EDAs  and  thus 
require  no  prior  review  by  them. 

Mr.  Hill  and  Mr.  Simler  agreed  that  these  items  sounded  like  what  criteria  they  were 
looking  to  use  as  a standard  of  reference.  Mr.  Simler  commented  he  would  like  to 
even  see  a rating  category  for  "participation  in  the  community"  by  the  business.  Mr. 
Hill  remarked  then  that  he  was  looking  to  Mr.  Stafford  and  Commission  staff  to  advise 
him  if,  indeed,  these  types  of  criteria  are  the  right  guidelines  to  use.  If  so,  the 
Commission  should  formally  adopt  them.  He  indicated  that  the  guidelines  should  be 
in  writing  and  be  used  as  a basis  for  reviewing  each  applicant. 

Mr.  Powell  commented  that  he  felt  the  discussion  has  certainly  brought  to  the 
forefront  some  critical  issues  pertaining  to  tax  abatement  approval,  some  issues  that 
he  personally  was  not  aware  of  previously. 

Mr.  Fletcher  stated  that  the  staff  would  work  on  putting  something  together  in  the 
way  of  criteria  for  next  time.  He  also  said  there  were  two  resolutions  relating  to  the 
MOU  and  the  Intergovernmental  Agreement  (ACRC/FWRC)  but  that  he  would  bring 
those  up  under  Other  Business  at  the  end  of  the  meeting. 


Resolution  96-53 

Allowing  the  designation  of  property  as  an  Economic  Revitalization  Area  for  Gildea  Tool 
& Engineering  Company,  Inc.,  in  the  Baer  Field  Economic  Development  Area 

Mr.  Steven  E.  Gildea,  President  of  Gildea  Tool,  spoke  on  behalf  of  his  company's 
request  for  Economic  Revitalization  Area  designation.  He  explained  that  his  company 
has  been  in  Ft.  Wayne  50  years.  He  started  with  three  employees  and  currently 
employs  34.  They  have  a facility  in  Ohio  as  well.  The  company  is  presently  located 
on  Avondale  Drive,  near  Lafayette  and  Petit  Streets  and  has  been  the  entire  50  years. 
The  site  is  currently  landlocked,  however,  and  the  whole  company  is  looking  forward 
to  moving  so  as  to  get  into  bigger  space. 

Mr.  Gildea  talked  about  his  motivation  to  move  his  business.  He  said  he  has  lobbied 
for  a decent  street  (it's  chip  and  seal  composition  presently)  from  the  City  for  fifteen 
years  with  no  success.  His  business  has  also  increased  considerably--he  has  outgrown 
the  current  physical  location  since  there  is  no  possibility  for  expansion.  He  has  to  use 
his  neighbor's  parking  areas  for  his  employees  because  he  only  has  space  for  20  cars-- 
for  34  employees. 

Mr.  Gildea  expressed  his  surprise  that  his  abatement  request  was  for  only  three  years. 
He  had  not  been  made  aware  of  that  fact,  rather  much  as  he  would  like  ten,  he 
thought  the  Commission  would  recommend  at  least  six.  He  went  on  to  say  there  is 
a lot  of  competition  in  Ft.  Wayne  for  tool  and  die  shops.  He  had  contacted  several  of 
his  competitors  and  suppliers  that  had  built  new  facilities  (in  several  different  areas) 
within  the  last  couple  of  years  and  all  had  received  100%,  ten-year  tax  abatement, 
including  some  that  are  within  eyesight  of  his  company's  new  location  in  the  Baer  Field 
EDA.  That  last  fact  bothered  him  greatly  in  that  he  would  not  be  entitled  to  the 
abatements  that  were  given  to  his  fellow  business  man  or  woman. 
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It  was  pointed  out  by  Mr.  Gildea  that  he  was  a local  company,  employing  local  people, 
and  has  been  doing  so  for  the  last  50  years.  He  was  investing  $850,000  in  capital 
on  new  buildings  and  equipment,  plus  transferring  another  $250,00  in  existing 
investments  and  staying  in  Ft.  Wayne,  yet  unfortunately,  would  be  the  first  of  a string 
of  businesses  unlucky  enough  to  receive  reduced  benefits. 

Mr.  Gildea  noted  that  he  and  his  wife  have  always  been  "south  end  (of  town)  people", 
and  that  they  live  within  five  minutes  of  the  shop.  He  said  most  of  his  employees  lived 
south/southeast.  He  didn't  want  to  move  north,  if  at  all  possible,  but  did  look  the 
entire  town  over  for  a new  location.  Mr.  Gildea  said  Baer  Field  "Industrial  Park"  time 
and  again  remained  the  best  site  to  relocate  to.  This  problem  that  has  come  up 
concerning  tax  abatement  was  never  anticipated,  nor  needed  to  be  anticipated  when 
he  was  doing  his  site  selection  process.  But  now  he  was  faced  with  the  question  of 
remaining  committed  to  Baer  Field  or  moving  the  business  elsewhere  where  he  could 
still  get  tax  abatement.  He  admitted  it  was  a tough  situation  for  him. 

Mr.  Fletcher  asked  how  many  new  jobs  would  be  created  with  the  move  and  Mr. 
Gildea  responded  he  estimated  20-25  over  time.  He  indicated  he  was  already  up  five 
new  employees. 

Mr.  Simler  asked  the  wage  range  for  the  new  jobs  being  created  and  Mr.  Gildea  stated 
that  all  his  employees  average  $20/hr.  in  wage  and  approximately  $ 6/hr.  in  benefits. 
Starting  wage  was  around  $25,000  - $30,000  and  last  year  the  average  employee 
earnings  were  over  $50,000  (includes  benefits).  He  also  has  many  longtime 
employees  that  started  with  him  when  they  were  in  high  school,  through 
apprenticeship  programs.  He  estimates  the  average  time  his  employees  have  been  with 
him  to  be  about  fifteen  years.  Mr.  Gildea  commented  he  has  never  brought  anyone 
in  from  "out  of  town." 

Mr.  Simler  asked  how  many  employees  have  been  hired  in  the  last  three  years.  Mr. 
Gildea  replied  about  17  which  was  not  abnormal.  He  also  stated  the  company 
switched  about  ten  years  ago  back  to  special  automated  equipment  which  remains  its 
primary  line.  His  reps  cover  most  of  the  surrounding  states. 

To  answer  Mr.  Hill's  question,  Mr.  Gildea  replied  that  the  GM  Defiance  Foundry  was 
now  its  biggest  customer,  but  in  one  area.  This  has  occurred  in  the  last  three  years 
and  presently  Gildea  limits  its  work  for  them  so  as  to  prevent  having  his  company's 
entire  existence  depend  on  one  other  company.  He  named  several  other  large 
companies  in  Indiana,  and  other  states  that  area  clients.  He  commented  that  not  many 
clients  were  located  in  Ft.  Wayne  presently. 

Mr.  Gildea  said  that  the  pending  move  has  caused  excitement  among  his  customers 
as  well  as  his  employees  in  that  they  have  responded  with  a large  amount  of  orders, 
backlogging  him  into  May  of  1997  which  is  unusual  for  a tool  and  die  shop. 

Mr.  Simler  asked  how  many  sites  Mr.  Gildea  had  considered.  He  said  he  looked  all 
over  town,  including  the  area  south  of  1-469,  but  wound  up  shortlisting  about  six  or 
seven  sites.  However,  many  of  those  sites  were  out  north,  such  as  Summit  or 
Centennial  Industrial  Parks,  which  would  be  a hassle  for  his  employees  to  get  to. 
Therefore,  when  he  found  that  the  Baer  Field  site  was  platted  and  labeled  an  industrial 
park  area,  he  was  sold  on  the  location. 

Mr.  Powell  asked  if  there  were  any  other  questions  for  Mr.  Gildea  and  commented  he 
hoped  Mr.  Gildea  could  see  the  issues  that  the  Commission  had  to  consider  when 
responding  to  the  abatement  request.  Mr.  Powell  asked  how  many  of  Gildea  Tool's 
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competitors  were  located  in  the  Baer  Field  TIF  district.  Mr.  Gildea  said  one  competitor 
was  within  the  district  and  two  were  "within  sight"  of  it. 

Mr.  Powell  asked  if  the  other  abatements  were  granted  before  the  TIF  district  was 
created.  Mr.  Lindsay  responded  that  one  company  was  granted  abatement  in  October 
(of  1995)  and  that  the  Baer  Field  EDA  was  created  shortly  thereafter  in  December. 
Mr.  Lindsay  also  commented  the  other  competitors  were  not  in  TIF  areas  at  all,  but 
simply  within  the  City  boundaries. 

Mr.  Hill  stated  that,  notwithstanding  Mr.  Stafford's  discussion  earlier,  he  was  not 
comfortable  with  changing  the  Commission's  tax  abatement  approval  precedent  with 
no  standard  to  base  the  change  on.  He  could  not  see  granting  less  than  a ten-year 
abatement  for  Mr.  Gildea  in  this  situation  and  still  be  equitable.  He  stated  there  should 
be  a start  date  and  end  date  for  the  abatement  policy.  He  felt  the  end  date  had  been 
established  now  as  well  as  the  start  date  which  would  be  immediately  after  Mr. 
Gildea's  abatement  request  was  approved. 

Mr.  Fletcher  commented  that  if  the  Commission  had  been  able  to  approve  a ten-year 
abatement  BEFORE  City  Council  had  met  and  acted  on  it,  the  Council  would  most 
likely  still  have  denied  the  ten-year  period.  He  emphasized  this  because  he  said 
Council  usually  approves  no  less  than  ten  years  on  real  property  abatement  requests. 
By  NOT  approving  ten  years,  the  Council  would  confirm  it,  too,  had  a problem  with 
abatement  requests  in  the  southwest  sector  and  that  it  was  cognizant  of  the  affect 
abatement  would  have  on  financing  repayment. 

Mr.  Fletcher  explained  that  the  Commission  staff's  recommendations  of  a three-year 
real  property  abatement  period  evolved  due  to  a series  of  events.  Mr.  Fletcher  stated 
that  initially  the  Board  of  Works  had  delineated  a portion  of  the  Baer  Field  Industrial 
Park  as  a "red"  area  and  would  not  allow  any  further  development  within  that  specific 
area.  He  said  developers  came  in  and  wanted  to  open  up  30  acres  within  that  area 
and  BOW  refused. 

However,  Mr.  Fletcher  said  he  subsequently  told  the  BOW  at  one  of  its  meetings  that 
development  would  have  to  occur  in  that  area  in  order  to  attain  tax  increment  revenue 
in  the  district.  Without  development,  no  revenue  would  be  generated  to  enable  the 
Commission  to  repay  its  TIF  bond.  Mr.  Fletcher  added  that  this,  in  turn,  would  not 
allow  the  Commission  to  responsibly  issue  a TIF  bond,  which  was  the  method  by 
which  the  Commission  would  finance  its  share  of  infrastructure  costs  in  the  southwest 
area,.  The  BOW  responded  then  by  saying  that  if  the  land  was  opened  up,  no  tax 
abatements  could  be  granted,  thus  ensuring  that  all  TIF  revenues  could  be  collected 
immediately  to  fund  critical  infrastructure  needs. 

Mr.  Fletcher  further  explained  that  he,  along  with  Mr.  Stafford  (Mayor's  Office),  Beth 
Neu  (City's  Economic  Development  Dept.),  Mr.  Gildea,  and  others  had  participated 
previously  in  several  internal  meetings.  Mr.  Fletcher  said  that  when  the  meetings 
started,  Mr.  Gildea  was  not  going  to  get  any  abatement-period.  However,  over  time, 
Mr.  Gildea  effectively  argued  his  position  of  entitlement,  and  consequently  upped  his 
company's  chances  for  abatement  from  zero  to  three  years  for  real  property  and  five 
for  equipment  (personal  property),  which  is  where  Mr.  Stafford  was  coming  from  when 
he  had  recommended  three  and  five  years  to  the  Commission  earlier  in  the  discussion. 

Mr.  Fletcher  summed  up  that  the  recommended  periods  of  three-  or  five-year 
abatements,  therefore,  were  arrived  at  based  on  previous  internal  meetings  and  the 
respective  opinions  of  the  entities  involved. 


13 


g t 

- 


December  3,  1996 
Special  Meeting  Minutes 
Page  14 


In  response  to  Mr.  Hill's  comment  that  the  City  or  Commission  "needed  to  start 
somewhere"  regarding  the  disallowance  of  full  tax  abatement,  and  in  light  of  the 
progression  of  events  leading  up  to  the  three-  and  five-year  abatement  compromise, 
Mr.  Fletcher  said  that  he  thought  the  City  has  started.  He  said  he  also  thought  the 
Commission  has  too-at  this  meeting-as  it  debated  its  role  in,  method  of,  of 
responsibilities  toward  evaluating  abatement  requests  in  TIF  districts. 

There  was  further  discussion  as  Mr.  Gildea  remarked  though  that  Beth  Neu  had  come 
back  to  him  after  those  internal  meetings  and  told  him  she  thought  he  might  get  more 
than  three  years,  which  Mr.  Gildea  agreed  to.  He  assumed,  therefore,  that  she  had 
talked  with  Redevelopment  concerning  this.  He  maintained  he  was  very  surprised  to 
come  to  this  meeting  and  hear  the  recommendation  was  only  for  three  years  on  real 
property  abatement.  He  had  not  heard  this  discussed  at  last  week's  Council  meeting 
either. 

Mr.  Powell  asked  what  action  the  Council  did  approve  last  week  regarding  this  issue 
and  Mr.  Fletcher  said  the  Council  members  left  it  up  to  the  Commission. 

Mr.  Hill  said  he  remained  convinced  that  until  the  Commission  had  specific  standards 
in  hand  on  which  to  base  approving  an  abatement  for  anything  less  than  ten  years,  the 
Commission  should  follow  the  precedent  it  has  already  set. 

Mr.  Simler  concurred,  but  stated  he  would  at  least  offer  Mr.  Gildea  a five  year 
abatement  on  real  property  if  he  couldn't  approve  ten  years.  But  he  added  that  his  five 
years  was  just  as  arbitrary  as  Mr.  Hill's  ten  years  since  the  Commission  has  not  based 
approval  on  any  particular  concerns  in  the  past. 

Mr.  Fletcher  stated  that  it  may  not  have  been  readily  apparent  but  there  were  some 
standards  upon  which  Staff  made  previous  recommendations.  The  difference  being 
that  in  that  past,  it  never  made  a difference  either  way.  The  abatements  granted  by 
the  Commission  in  Summit  and  Centennial  Industrial  Parks  TIF  allocation  areas  seemed 
very  perfunctory  and  baseless.  However,  Mr.  Fletcher  stated  here  was  no  bond  in 
either  TIF  area  that  had  to  be  paid  off.  Therefore,  the  issue  of  approving  the 
abatements  never  really  came  up  because  it  didn't  matter  if  absolutely  every  drop  of 
TIF  increment  was  collected  right  away.  Moreover,  the  abatements  were  assisting  the 
creation  of  good  paying  jobs  (not  just  $5. 50/hr.  jobs),  industry  diversification,  etc. 

However,  Mr.  Fletcher  stated  he  that,  after  hearing  all  the  Commissioners'  discussion, 
he  would  recommend  a six-year  abatement  for  Mr.  Gildea.  Mr.  Powell  wanted  to  know 
how  a six-year  (versus  3-year)  abatement  would  affect  the  City's  ability  or  willingness 
to  kick  in  the  funds  during  those  years  to  make  up  for  the  increased  increment  lost. 
Mr.  Fletcher  said  he  did  not  know  but  thought  the  City  would  go  along  with  it 
ultimately. 

Mr.  Powell,  hearing  no  further  discussion  from  the  floor,  asked  for  a motion  concerning 
Resolution  96-53.  Mr.  Hill  moved  for  approval  and  Mr.  Simler  did  second.  Prior  to 
voting  , Mr.  Simler  moved  to  amend  said  Resolution  under  Paragraph  #4,  to  read  that 
the  Commission  approves  a six-vear  deduction  (abatement  ) for  real  estate  and 
improvements  (only)  and  not  three-year.  Mr.  McElhoe  did  second  the  amendment.  The 
Resolution  passed  unanimously  as  amended. 

Mr.  Hill  noted  for  the  record  that  he  still  thought  the  abatement  should  be  ten  but 
voted  for  the  Resolution  so  Mr.  Gildea  would  get  something.  Mr.  Powell  concluded 
that  it  was  a "red-letter  day"  in  terms  of  Commission  abatements  and  that  from  here 
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on  out  the  Commissioners  would  need  some  criteria  established  from  which  to  base 
its  decisions  on.  Mr.  Hill  agreed,  even  if  only  for  TIF  area  abatements. 

Mr.  Fletcher  stated  staff  would  put  something  together,  possibly  a rating  opinion,  and 
get  it  to  the  Commissioners. 

Mr.  Gildea  had  one  closing  observation  concerning  the  situation.  When  his  abatement 
was  approved  through  Council,  subject  to  approval  by  the  Redevelopment 
Commission,  his  abatement  request  was  presented  with  five  or  six  others.  Every  one 
of  the  other  applications  were  approved  for  ten  year  deduction  except  his.  What  made 
it  all  the  more  difficult  for  him  "to  swallow"  was  watching  other  companies  come  in 
from  out-of-town  and  receive  full  abatement,  yet  his  business,  which  was  locally 
owned  and  had  supported  the  community  for  50  years,  was  the  first  one  ever  denied 
that  benefit. 

Mr.  Powell  shared  his  concern  with  Mr.  Gildea's  position.  He  stated  there  were  many 
tough,  seemingly  unfair  economic  decisions  that  had  to  be  made,  such  as  spending  tax 
dollars  to  bring  in  outside  development  at  the  seeming  expense  of  existing  businesses 
who  have  shown  commitment  to  the  community  for  years. 

Mr.  Hill  asked  if  this  decision  by  the  Commission  could  be  appealed  and  Mr.  Fletcher 
replied  no.  Mr.  Hill  asked  if  Gildea  could  ask  for  additional  time  and  Mr.  Fletcher 
replied  no  again. 


Resolution  96-54 

Approving  a contract  with  Louis  Lengacher,  Inc. 

Mr.  Fletcher  explained  that  along  the  old  Transit  Mall  area  (on  Calhoun  St.)  the  grates 
around  the  trees  allow  for  the  growth.  He  said  the  Commission  recently  had  work 
done  on  the  grates  and  pea  gravel  around  the  tree  bases  and  it  was  subsequently 
discovered  that  the  some  of  the  grates  no  longer  fit  well  due  to  tree  growth. 
Therefore,  the  grates  had  to  be  cut  to  accommodate  the  size  of  the  tree  and  its  roots. 

Mr.  Fletcher  stated  the  cost  was  approximately  $90/grate  and  would  involve  about  IQ- 
15  trees.  The  total  cost  would  be  approximately  $900  - $1350. 

Mr.  Hill  motioned  to  approval  Resolution  96-54  and  Mr.  Simler  did  second.  The  motion 
passed  unanimously 


Resolution  96-55 

Approving  Change  Order  No.  1 to  the  Hagerman  Construction  Corporation  contract 

Mr.  Fletcher  stated  that  the  original  contract  for  the  waterproofing  of  the  plaza 
membrane  was  for  $512,000.  He  stated  that  this  figure  included  $29,000  for 
landscaping,  irrigation,  etc.,  and  included  a $10,000  contingency  amount.  Mr. 
Fletcher  said  the  landscaping  allowance  was  used  up  completely  and  further  irrigation 
and  planter  work  utilized  some  of  the  $ 1 0,000  contingency.  This  resolution  authorized 
reducing  the  total  contract  amount  to  $509,360  as  $2,640  of  the  $10,000 
contingency  amount  was  not  used. 

Mr.  Simler  motioned  for  approval  and  Mr.  Hill  seconded  the  motion.  The  motion 
passed  with  three  yeas  and  one  abstention.  Mr.  Powell  abstained  from  voting  due  to 
the  fact  that  Hagerman  is  a client  of  his  law  firm. 
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Resolution  96-56 

Approving  the  payment  of  assessments  to  the  Midtowne  Crossing  Owners  Association 

Mr.  Fletcher  stated  the  assessment  from  Midtowne  Crossing  (for  Commission  owned 
garage  units)  were  exactly  the  same  as  last  year,  $52,871 .98.  Mr.  Simler  motioned 
for  approval  and  Mr.  Hill  did  second  the  motion.  Prior  to  voting  Mr.  Simler  asked  if  this 
resolution  had  to  come  before  the  Commission  every  year  since  it  was  an  automatic 
payment.  However,  Mr.  Fletcher  clarified  that  the  assessments  can  change  each  year 
and  moreover,  the  Commission  still  had  to  approve  all  expenditure  of  funds  regardless 
of  whether  the  specific  expenditure  amount  remains  the  same. 

The  motion  to  approve  Resolution  96-56  was  approved  unanimously. 


Resolution  96-57 

Approving  a listing  agreement  for  unsold  residential  condominiums  at  Midtowne 
Crossing 

Mr.  Fletcher  explained  that  part  of  the  agreement  with  NBD  was  that  the  Commission 
would  start  remarketing  the  remaining  unsold  condo  units.  He  said  that  he  had  not 
pushed  selling  the  condos  recently  because  he  was  waiting  for  the  exterior  shell 
replacement  to  be  completed  which  would  enhance  marketing  appeal.  He  said  the 
shell  was  nearing  completion  and  should  be  done  toward  the  end  of  December  and 
was  looking  very  nice. 

Mr.  Hill  asked  how  the  new  look  was  being  received  (by  the  public,  etc.)  and  Mr. 
Lindsay  stated  to  his  knowledge  not  one  negative  response  had  been  generated.  Mr. 
Simler  stated,  however,  that  he  has  gotten  several  calls  from  people  who  said  it  was 
"ugly."  Mr.  Fletcher  remarked  that  the  Commission  was  limited  in  what  kind  of  shell 
could  go  on  the  buildings,  that  it  had  to  be  very  lightweight.  He  said  the  product  was 
very  "high  tech"  and  the  visual  appearance  reflects  that  as  well.  Mr.  Simler  thought 
the  appearance  would  be  shinier  than  it  was. 

Mr.  Powell  was  not  familiar  with  Mr.  Davis  and  asked  for  background  on  him.  Mr. 
Fletcher  stated  he  presently  owns  several  units,  both  historical  and  non-historical,  and 
has  been  an  owner  since  approximately  1991.  Mr.  Lindsay  further  explained  that  Mr. 
Davis  was  a licensed  real  estate  broker  and  certified  appraiser  and  has  expressed  a 
sincere  interest  in  marketing  the  remaining  units.  Evidently  Mr.  Davis  is  already  at 
Midtowne  several  times  a week  and  mostly  likely  felt  that  now  was  a good  time  to 
market  the  units  since  the  exterior  shell  was  almost  completed. 

Mr.  Fletcher  said  there  would  be  "some  things  happening  in  April"  and  expressed  the 
desire  to  contract  with  Mr.  Davis  only  up  to  that  time.  This  would  also  give  the 
Commission  a chance  to  evaluate  his  progress  and  decide  whether  to  renew  his 
contract.  Mr.  McElhoe  asked  for  the  price  ranges  of  the  unit  and  Mr.  Fletcher  stated 
between  $42,900  up  to  $62,900. 

Mr.  McElhoe  asked  what  the  agent  commission  split  had  been  on  past  sales.  Mr. 
Fletcher  responded  6%.  Mr.  Lindsay  indicated  Mr.  Davis  also  wanted  to  be 
competitive  and  therefore  offered  to  cut  his  commission  to  5%.  Mr.  Fletcher  stated 
he  then  negotiated  with  Mr.  Davis  the  right  to  pay  a procuring  agent  at  least  3.5%, 
should  it  be  necessary.  Mr.  Fletcher  wanted  this  option  in  order  to  make  it  attractive 
for  other  realtors  to  bring  clients  to  Mr.  Davis. 
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Mr.  McElhoe  moved  to  approve  Resolution  96-57  and  Mr.  Hill  did  second.  The  motion 
passed  unanimously. 


Resolution  96-58 

Approving  the  Intergovernmental  Memorandum  of  Understanding  to  Fund 
Infrastructure  Improvement  in  Southwest  Allen  County 


Mr.  Fletcher  stated  that  Resolution  96-59  dealt  with  the  intergovernmental  agreement 
with  the  Allen  County  Redevelopment  Commission  and  that  even  though  a version  of 
it  is  in  the  back  of  this  Memorandum  of  Understanding,  he  has  separated  the  two 
documents  into  individual  issues,  each  with  its  own  resolution.  He  clarified  that 
Resolution  96-58  deals  only  with  the  Memorandum  and  does  not  bind  the 
Commissioners  to  anything  except  their  best  efforts  to  adhere  to  the  plan  set  out 
within  it.  Mr.  Powell  reiterated  that  this  resolution  was  the  "non-binding  road  map" 
only. 

Additional  discussion  ensued  concerning  the  Intergovernmental  Agreement  (Resolution 
96-59)  and  why  it  was  necessary  if  City  Redevelopment  TIF  funds  would  be  utilized 
and  infrastructure  would  be  constructed  within  City  Redevelopment  jurisdiction.  Mr. 
Hill  asked  why  the  Board  of  Works  didn't  handle  the  money,  contracting,  etc.,  or  why 
not  the  Commission  itself  which  would  negate  the  necessity  of  the  interlocal 
agreement?  Mr.  Fletcher  stated  that  the  County  wanted  to  control  the  project  as  a 
whole,  including  the  City  portion,  and  therefore  let  the  contracts,  handle  the  funds, 
etc. 

However,  Mr.  Fletcher  commented  that  the  issue  of  County  control  mandated  his 
concern  with  the  version  of  the  Interlocal  Agreement  that  accompanied  the 
Memorandum,  and  was  why  he  and  Mr.  Boyer  amended  it  as  recently  as  an  hour 
before  the  meeting.  Mr.  Fletcher  had  not  been  comfortable  with  the  Agreement  giving 
the  County  Redevelopment  Commission  the  same  powers,  within  City  jurisdiction,  as 
the  City  Redevelopment  Commission  had.  The  first  Agreement  had  been  too  vague 
in  regard  to  powers.  The  amended  Agreement  now  limits  the  County  Redevelopment 
Commission  to  having  only  those  powers  needed  to  expend  funds  within  the  City 
limits  and  to  do  the  necessary  construction. 


Mr.  Hill  asked  if  the  County  Redevelopment  had  the  staff  to  do  this  project,  and  also 
any  previous  experience,  i.e.,  what  had  it  built?  Mr.  Fletcher  stated  that  the  County's 
redevelopment  department  consisted  of  Mark  Royse,  who  had  worked  for  Mr.  Fletcher 
and  the  City  Redevelopment  department  immediately  prior  to  working  for  the  County. 
He  said  Mr.  Royse's  department  had  done  the  Nestle  site  development  which  was 
located  out  in  the  southwest  sector.  Mr.  Fletcher  added  that  Nestle  was  the  County's 
first  project.  Mr.  Boyer  did  stated  however,  that  the  Board  of  Works  had  an  interlocal 
agreement  with  County  Redevelopment  and  that  the  BOW  would  be  doing  all  the 
design  and  engineering  work  for  the  projects  scheduled  for  the  area. 

Mr.  Hill's  bottom  line  concern,  however,  was  what  this  Commission's  liability  would 
be  if  the  County  got  sued  over  one  of  the  projects.  Mr  Boyer  replied  that,  in  his 
opinion,  the  City  Commission  could  be  sued  as  a potential  defendant  but  that  since  the 
Commission  would  not  have  contracted  for  any  the  design  or  work,  nor  would  it  have 
had  any  control  over  such  contracting,  the  Commission  would  be  released  from  any 
such  liability 
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Mr.  Simler  moved  to  approve  Resolution  96-58  and  Mr.  McElhoe  did  second.  Mr.  Hill 
moved  to  amend  said  Resolution  to  be  subject  to:  developing  suitable  criteria  for 
evaluating  tax  abatement  requests  in  this  southwest  area,  and  approval  by  the  other 
named  parties  of  interest  in  the  Memorandum  of  Understanding  and  said  Resolution. 
Mr.  McElhoe  did  second  Mr.  Hill's  amendment.  The  amended  Resolution  96-58  passed 
unanimously. 


Resolution  96-59 

Approving  an  Intergovernmental  Agreement  with  the  Allen  County  Redevelopment 
Commission 


Mr.  Fletcher  reiterated  some  of  the  previous  conversation  and  stated  he  felt  the  biggest 
reason  for  the  interlocal  agreement  was  so  that  the  County  had  the  authority  to  build 
within  the  City's  jurisdiction. 

Mr.  Hill  motioned  for  approval  of  said  resolution  and  Mr.  Simler  did  second.  Mr.  Hill 
motioned  to  amend  said  resolution,  adding  the  words  "as  attached,"  under  item 
number  1 and  after  "The  Intergovernmental  Agreement,".  Mr.  Simler  did  second  the 
motion  to  amend. 

With  no  further  business  to  discuss,  Mr.  Hill  moved  to  adjourn  the  meeting.  The 
meeting  was  adjourned  at  approximately  7:10p.m. 
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